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ABSTRACT
TWO STUDIES OF THE IMPACT OF PERFORMANCE FEEDBACK ON
COMMUNITY SERVICE LEARNING AMONG COLLEGE STUDENTS
In Study 1, I manipulated students' access to frequent
written performance feedback from agency supervisors.
Thirty-eight service-learning students enrolled in a Midwest
university were randomly assigned to a performance feedback
(experimental) condition and a no performance feedback
(control) condition.

Student learning from community

service (SLCS) was measured both before and after the
semester-long intervention.

St~dents

in the experimental

group did not show significant improvements in SLCS over
those in the control condition.

However, an individual

differences variable, feedback disposition predicted SLCS.
In study 2, I looked at the impact of organizational
feedback quality, client feedback quality, student feedback
seeking, and 2 sets of individual-differences variables
(goal orientation, and feedback disposition) on SLCS.

One

hundred seventy-seven students, enrolled in ten service
learning classes completed surveys assessing these ariables.
Client feedback quality and feedback disposition predicted
SLCS significantly.

v

TABLE OF CONTENTS
CHAPTER
I.

PAGE

GENERAL INTRODUCTION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
History and Trends in Service Learning . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1
Goals and Outcomes of Service Learning . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2
The Service-Learning Process . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4
Experiential Learning and Service

Lear~ing

......... 5

Performance Feedback in Service Learr.ing .......... 10
Sources of Performance Feedback . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17
Performance Feedback Outcomes in
Servi ce Learning . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 19
Conclusions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
II.

STUDY 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22
Introduction to the Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22
Hypot hese s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 23
Method . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24
Procedure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26
Results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33
Discussion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 38
Conclusions and Recommendations
for Future Research . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44

I I I. STUDY 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 6
Introduction to the Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46
Method . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48
vi

Discussion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61.
IV. GENERAL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR FUTURE RESEARCH . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68
Implications for Practitioners . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68
Suggestions for Future Research . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70
AP"?END ICES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 72
BIBLIOGRAPHY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.1.4

vii

CHAPTER I
GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Service learning is an educational model that
intentionally integrates academic learning and relevant
community service (Howard, 1993).

Following the

experiential learning tradition in psychology and education
(Dewey, 1938), service learning seeks to base classroom
instruction on the foundations of everyday experience.

The

service learner goes through a process of relating theory to
community service, thus learning to apply this knowledge,
and at the same time supplements classroom learning with
practical experience.

The community on the other hand

benefits from the services provided by the student.

I

looked at the impact of performance feedback, received by
students working with community-service agencies and
enrolled in service-learning classes, on their learning from
the community service experience.
History and Trends in Service Learning

Community service has formed an integral part of the
American ethos since the early history of the nation.

The

integration of community awareness and classroom
instruction, however, can be traced back to early civics
instruction in schools in the first two decades of this
century (Hepburn, 1997).

Interest in academe's partnership

with the community has waxed and waned since (Gamson, 1997).

Recent commentators have been concerned with the lack of
institutional commitment to service learning, noting that
service learning seems to exist in small isolated pockets
through individual commitment alone, with very little
academic backing (Gamson, 1997; Kolenko, Porter, Wheatley, &
Colby, 1996).
However, awareness regarding service learning (SL) and
its importance seems to be increasing, especially among
those academicians seeking to apply new experience-based
curricular models in their classrooms (Gabelnick, 1997).
The work of national organizations, such as the Campus
Compact, Council for Adult Learning, and the Council for
Adult Experiential Learning, has also helped promote SL in
higher

e~ucation

(Bringle & Hatcher, 1996).

Goa1s and Outcomes of Service Learning

One central theme in SL is that students do not have to
choose community service over their educational goals.
Community experience in fact helps facilitate classroom
learning, the latter being the central goal of service
learning (Zlotkowski, 1996).

With the increasing

practitioner interest in service learning, there has also
developed a strong concern with program goals.

Based on a

comprehensive survey of service learning practice
literature, Eyler and Giles (1997) differentiated between
service learning program outcomes and the outcomes of
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traditional classroom-based instruction.

They found at

least some evidence that classes with a significant SL
component demanded more of students by requiring action,
self-determined learning, and learning through observation
and questioning as opposed to traditional classrooms (Rubin,
1983; Pataniczek & Johansen, 1983).

Students in these

classes also developed positive peer relations or collegial
relationships with adults (Eyler, 1992).
Evidence, mostly from quasi-experimental studies, also
points at the efficacy of service learning for the student's
psychological and social development, as well as some
academic outcomes. Service learners have shown increases in
such psycho-social dimensions as self-esteem (Krug, 1991),
socj~l

responsibility and moral reasoning (Cohen &

Ki~sey,

1994), and the development of mature interpersonal
relationships (McGill, 1992) as a result of their service.
There also is evidence that service learning has a positive
impact on such classroom outcomes as an improvement in
attitudes toward the classroom (Krug, 1991), classroom
learning and course grades (Markus, Howard, & King, 1993),
and acceptable school behaviors (Luchs, 1980).

In addition,

students exposed to service learning as part of their
curriculum have been shown to have an increase in their
commitment to perform volunteer service (Giles & Eyler,
1994) .

3

In a recent study, Eyler, Giles, and Braxton (1997)
examined the citizenship-related attitudes and skills of
1140 college students involved in community service
learning.

They found that there was a significant

improvement in these outcomes for students as a result of SL
programs.

However, in a

pre-progra~

comparison it was found

that these students were already significantly higher on all
the outcomes as compared to students not participating in
these programs!

In other words, students participating in

SL were in some ways different from students not
participating in SL.

This individual difference issue needs

further investigation because it could explain not only who
participates in SL programs, but also who would tend to gain
the most out of these programs.
The Service-Learning Process

SL practitioners see community service as an
opportunity for the student to learn, instead of seeing
community service

as a stand-alone desirable goal in itself

(e.g., Zlotkowski, 1996).

Although there is some evidence

that students who participate in community service during
college tend to be better students in the conventional sense
(Astin, Sax, & Avalos, in press), SL programs attribute much
of its connection with student learning to structured
reflection in the classroom setting (Eyler & Giles, 1997)
and the personal insight which develops in the student due
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to the reflective process (Sheckley & Keeton,

~997).

SL is,

therefore, a form of experiential learning applied to the
community service context.

The theory and nature of

experiential learning is discussed in the next section.
Experientia~

Learning and Service Learning

Experiential Learning Theory

Service learning is a natural outgrowth of the
experiential learning tradition.
theory,

Experiential learning

"pictures the workplace as a learning environment

that can enhance and supplement formal education and can
foster personal development through meaningful work and
career development opportunities"

(Kolb,

~984,

p. 4).

Personal development, education, and work together are
treated as a triad, with experiential learning as their
link.
The work of John Dewey has been particularly important
in forming the philosophical foundations of experiential
learning.

Dewey

(~9~O)

saw learning as a lifetime process,

which is most effective when it is self directed and guided
by theory and feedback from knowledgeable mentors.

He

visualized experiential learning as a continuous, cyclical
process consisting of three stages:
experience,

(a) the individual's

(b) review of the experience and

interpretation/theory building, and (c)
the applied setting.

theo~y

testing in

Theory testing allows the individual
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to use the insights gained while processing the experience
and test these insights.

If the theory explains and

facilitates behavior in the applied context, it becomes part
of the individual's way of dealing with the world.

If it is

instead disconfirmed, the cycle begins again until the most
appropriate theory is found and used with benefit.
Another important psychological contribution to the
field of experiential learning comes from the work of Kurt
Lewin.

Lewin (1951) visualized learning as a cyclical

process as well.

However he emphasized the role played by

feedback in experiential learning.
Lewin's learning model:

There are five stages in

(a) experience, is followed by (b)

direct observation of and feedback about the experience and
its consequences, which allows the individual to (c) reflect
on their experience,

(d) analyze the experience within an

abstract framework or theory, and (e) hypothesize the
concrete effects of this theory.

This hypothesis is, in

turn, translated into action which is observed, etc.
Lewin's model, therefore, emphasizes the role of feedback in
learning, along with one's own experiences.

It is the

combination of one's own awareness and feedback from others
which provides a complete picture of what took place (one's
behaviors) and what were the consequences of these actions.
The work of significant experiential learning theorists
(e.g., Dewey, 1910; Lewin, 1951; Osterman & Kottkamp, 1993;
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Kolb,

~984}

suggests a four-stage cyclical model, explaining

the experiential-learning process in service learning.
Stages jn ExperjentiaJ Learnjng

The stages in experiential learning are outlined below.
Stage 1.

Concrete Experience.

In the "real world"

context, learners might encounter one or more problematic or
challenging situations.

These situations might create

discomfort and uncertainty in him/her, essentially due to
the fact that the situation points out the discrepancy
between what the individual wants, and what really exists.
As an example, the service learner might go to the community
agency expecting complete acceptance of an innovative idea,
but is instead rejected outright by the agency staff, which

in turn leads to anxiety and

dis~omfort.

Learners might

also encounter situations that might not be necessarily
threatening, but just different or perplexing which can not
be explained by their existing experience.

For example, the

student might work on a community project with a financially
weak section of the society, and discover that he/she has
never dealt with this population before, and therefore lacks
the competence to deal with the project demands.
There also are situations where the learner might not
directly experience the consequences of their actions in the
agency/site.

For example, in an alternative spring break

program (where students work as volunteers in groups, during
the spring break), the student might assume leadership
7

responsibilities, and be puzzled about the negative
responses of other students to him/her.

Situations such as

this especially cause discomfort and the need to resolve
ambiguity in people.
Stage 2.

Feedback and Analysis.

Although reflection

is an ongoing process, service learning programs also
provide students opportunities to engage in structured
reflection, through discussions, presentations, and student
journals, after the experience.

The individual reflects on

his/her experiences either alone or in a group.

He/she

acquires information from others, as well as becomes self
aware by simultaneously becoming the actor and the critic,
by examining his/her own behaviors, beliefs, and
expectations.

In addition, the examination of theory

learned in the classroom helps the individual interpret
his/her field experiences in a new light. The student in the
first service example might, for instance, discover that the
staff saw him/her as overstepping disciplinary boundaries,
which is predicted by a model of culture taught in the
classroom.

The failed leader in our example might realize,

through feedback from other students, that certain specific
behaviors used by him/her in the field were unsuitable.
Stage 3.

Consideration of Alternatives.

After

acquiring the insight, the individual considers alternative
theories (both academic and personal) and behaviors that
could be used to manage the situation effectively.
8

For

example, our first student might choose to rephrase the idea
using a linguistic style the staff might find more familiar,
or by presenting the idea as a suggestion rather than as
something more definitive.

The student having trouble with

adjusting to the community project might choose to leave the
situation, learn from a more experienced mentor, or simply
choose to wait it out.

The student with leadership problems

might choose other behaviors, which might be more compatible
with theory learned in class, or with the needs of the
followers.
Stage 4.

Active Experimentation.

In this stage, the

individual tests out the various alternative theories and
lines of action, either directly at the workplace or in a
simulated setting.

The strategy that works best will then

be selected by him/her, and lead to further experience, thus
completing the learning circle.
Most service learning programs have a built-in
reflection component.

Reflection is performed alone,

through journals, or in group discussions (Conrad & Hedin,
1991).

This procedure is subjective and based on the

learner's own interpretation of what happened in the
workplace.

However, service learning literature seems to

emphasize processing experience, caring little for the
quality of the experience itself!

I suggest here that

performance feedback available to students in the community
setting is (a) another route of obtaining information about
9

one's experiences in the work settings, especially with
regard to what one actually did and how this behavior
impacted others, and (b) a significant determinant of the
quality of student experience in the field.
Performance Feedback in Service Learning

The Need for Feedback in SL
There seems to be a natural tendency in people to
monitor their own performance through the process of
feedback seeking (Salancik & Pfeffer,

~978).

People either

use a monitoring strategy, picking up performance cues from
the environment and making sense out of this information, or
an inquiry strategy involving the direct request of feedback
from relevant others (Ashford & Cummings, 1983).
subjective and orten retrospective or

~after

the

Due to the
fa~t'

nature of the monitoring strategy, there is a danger that
the feedback seeker might seek and use feedback consistent
with his/her pre-existing goals and schemas (Suchman, 1971)
The process of reflection - as it is practiced in SL
programs - is retrospective and often provides insufficient
information to the student regarding how his/her behavior
was perceived and evaluated.

In addition, it is subject to

the potential biases inherent in the monitoring strategy.
In other words, learning from community service is
incomplete without access to specific information regarding
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one's behaviors explicitly sought out from relevant others,
especially supervisors.
Moreover, the agency's feedback/information
environment, i.e., the extent to which the student has
access to task relevant information and performance
feedback, is sure to have significant effect on his/her
experiences at the agency.

This, in turn, will determine

what the student learns from his/her experiences.

So, low-

quality experiences are likely to also lead to low-quality
learning, a fact often neglected by service learning
researchers and practitioners.
The need for feedback in SL has been noted and the
feedback-learning links have been discussed in literature
(Menlo, 1993).

However, its usage in SL is mostly in

conjunction with group reflection, with feedback provided by
other reflecting group members seen as increasing student
self awareness (Marsick, 1991).

Although student

performance monitoring and assessment at the agency level
has been treated as a principle of good practice (Honnett &
Poulson, 1989), there is almost no empirical literature
documenting the inclusion of systematic objective agency
feedback in SL programs.

There is some evidence of feedback

usage in evaluating intern effectiveness (Fairchild, 1985).
However, in such cases the relationship between feedback

II

from the consumers of the service and intern effectiveness
has not been studied.
Feedback has, thus, either been treated as a part of
group reflection or as an assessment of intern competence.
Agency feedback has not appeared in SL empirical research as
a predictor of student learning effectiveness in SL
programs. I aim to bridge this gap in the literature by
systematically evaluating the impact of performance feedback
on student learning from community service, in addition to
studying the various individual and situational facets of
performance feedback affecting service learning.
Feedback as an Individual Resou&ce

The treatment of feedback in the literature has mostly
been as an organizational resource impacting

performQ~ce

in

an effective and inexpensive way (e.g., Prue & Fairbank,
~978).

According to this view, feedback is an

organizational technique that can be used to successfully
improve employee performance.

Studies looking at recipient

effects or the individual differences in feedback usage have
also considered feedback a given condition, which is sensed
and interpreted by different employees or recipients in
different ways (lIgen, Fisher, & Taylor,

~979).

But

feedback is not a stable resource in every organization.
Different organizations and indeed different parts of the
same organization provide different amounts of feedback to
their members. There is not necessarily a formal procedure
12

of dispensing feedback in most work settings.

In situations

where roles are unstructured, reporting relations are
informal, and appraisal and incentive systems are ambiguous,
it becomes important to understand what makes some
individuals seek feedback while others avoid it.

In other

words, in unstructured work situations, feedback needs to be
viewed as an individual resource (Ashford & Cummings, 1983)
According to this view, work environments are sources of
feedback for people, and the effective utilization of
feedback is essential for individual adaptation to the work
environment (Ashford, 1986).

People seek feedback in order

to (a) reduce the uncertainty resulting from the ambiguity
and complexity inherent in organizational settings, and (b)
lnaster their environment. On the

c~her

hand, people avoid

feedback because seeking and receiving feedback has certain
costs associated with it.

A significant cost is the

potential threat to one's self esteem, because feedback
perceived as being negative could adversely affect one's ego
(Ashford & Cummings, 1983).

The proactive search for

feedback has additional costs such as potential face loss
(one is perceived as being uncertain if one seeks feedback)
and the requirement of extra physical and psychological
effort in feedback seeking.
The individual resource perspective can be applied to
understand student learning from community service.
Students participating in SL programs could be assigned to a
13

variety of community service settings for varying durations
with varying levels of preparation (Eyler & Giles, 1997).
These community service settings, in addition, might not be
prepared to provide the student with timely objective
feedback especially because personnel in grassroots
community organizations are typically overworked (Clifton,
1993) and the students are considered temporary
rather than full-time employees.

~volunteers'

In conditions such as

these, feedback utilization needs to be seen partly as a
function of the student's motivation to seek and utilize
feedback, given the costs such as, ego-costs and expending
of effort, associated with feedback seeking for the
individual. In addition, it is partly dependent on the
organization's feedback

envi~onment.

There is evidence that

role ambiguity and uncertainty regarding contingencies,
i.e., lack of clarity regarding what behaviors lead to what
outcomes, influence people's intention to seek feedback
{Ashford & Cummings, 1985}.

Thus, in community-service

settings, students might tend to conduct a proactive search
for feedback.
Indivjdual Differences

jp

Feedback Seekjng

Given the contrasting motivations to seek and avoid
feedback, there is a need to examine the varying feedback
seeking propensities in people.

Diverse motives have been

associated with feedback seeking behaviors (FSB).

The

desire to reduce uncertainty is an important reason why
14

people tend to engage in FSB (Ashford & Cummings, 1985).
Equally influential are people's needs to manage impressions
or make positive self-presentations, and maintain their
self-esteem (Levy, Albright, Cawley, & Williams, 1995).
There is evidence that people who have a need to maintain
their existing levels of self-esteem tend to seek and
interpret feedback consistent with existing self-esteem
levels or avoid feedback altogether

(Ilgen, et al., 1979).

Similarly, people high on the desire to manage impressions
tend not to risk their image in the eyes of others and tend
to avoid feedback (Morrison & Bies, 1991).
Individual-differences variables positively predicting
FSB intentions include high tolerance for ambiguity (Ashford

& Cummings, 1985), high -9ublic self-cor.sciousness (Levy,
et.al, 1995), and goal orientation (Vandewalle & Cummings,
1997).

VandeWalle and Cummings (1997), drawing upon the

social-cognitive approach to motivation and personality
(Dweck & Leggett, 1988), treated feedback seeking behaviors
as resulting from the individual's estimation of the costs
incurred and benefits obtained from proactively asking for
feedback.

They found that value exceeds the costs of

feedback for people who have a learning goal orientation,
i.e., seek to develop competence by acquiring new skills and
mastering new situations.

On the other hand, the costs

exceed the value for people who have a performance goal
orientation, i.e., a tendency to demonstrate and validate
15

their competence and avoid negative judgments about their
competence.

People with higher learning goal orientation

tend to seek feedback more than people with higher
performance goal orient.ation.
These two types of goal orientation have been linked in
the past with implicit theories of intelligence held by
individuals (Dweck & Leggett, 1988).

People with a learning

goal orientation are theorized to hold an incremental theory
of intelligence, viewing intelligence and ability to be
malleable and as something that can be developed through
effort and experience.

People with a performance goal

orientation hold an entity theory viewing ability as a fixed
and unchanging attribute. Although Dweck and Leggert (1988)
treat performance and learning goal orientation as
opposites, there is some evidence that learning and
performance goal orientation are two separate constructs and
not two ends on a single continuum (e.g., Button, Mathieu, &
Zajac, 1996).
Goal orientation as an individual difference variable
comes into effect when the situation is ambiguous and the
individual does not know what goals are favored by the
organization.

Feedback cues the individual on what is

appropriate behavior and what needs to be done to improve
performance.

People with a learning goal orientation are

mastery focused and treat feedback as an opportunity to
learn about the environment, the specific task, and goals.
16

This leads them to seek out feedback, while those with a
performance goal orientation treat performance feedback as a
competence judgment, and try to avoid feedback, viewing it
as a cost.

There is some evidence that learning goal

orientation is positively related to internal locus of
control, high need for achievement, and self-efficacy
beliefs, while performance goal orientation is unrelated to
these constructs (Phillips & Gully, 1997).
Sources of Perfor.mance Feedback
Feedback is available to indivlduals monitoring the
environment for performance related information (Hanser &
Muchinsky, 1978).

Traditionally, five sources of feedback

have been identified
Muchinsky, 1978).
(2)

(Greller & Harold, 1975; Hanser &

They are:

immediate supervisor,

(1)

the formal organization,

(3) co-workers,

(4) the task

itself, and (5) the individual's thoughts and feelings.
There is some evidence that the amount of feedback provided
by different sources varies with one's psychological
distance from the source.

The informativeness of the source

decreases with the increase in psychological distance, i.e.,
the individuals' thoughts and feelings are the most
informative source while the formal organization is the
least informative source (Greller & Harold, 1975).

This is

obvious because the sources close to an individual's self
are usually the ones that he/she interacts with or relates

17

to, the most.

There is also evidence that feedback quality,

obtained by multiplying feedback amount, utility/usefulness,
and consistency, shows a pattern similar to the above, i.e.,
with the highest quality feedback coming from oneself, and
the lowest quality feedback coming form the formal
organization above (Herold, Liden, & Leatherwood, 1987).
However, in terms of perceived reliability of
feedback, the supervisor seems to be the most important
source (Hanser & Muchinsky, 1978).

This is consistent with

findings from a comprehensive review of feedback
interventions which revealed that feedback from supervisors
has the most consistent positive effect on performance when
compared with other sources including researchers and
oneself

~aalcazar,

Hopkins, & Suarez, 1985).

This is most

probably because supervisors are credible feedback sources
(Ilgen, et al., 1979), and wield considerable reward power
over their subordinates.

In the SL context, agency

supervisors have a base in their credibility as subject
matter experts in addition to having control over such
social rewards as approval, attention, and praise.
Supervisory feedback is, however, also subject to
distortions.

Positive distortions or inflated ratings of

subordinate performance is very common in performance
feedback situations, possibly due to the supervisor's desire
to buffer the subordinate from possible bad news, or due to
their need to avoid conflict (Waung & Highhouse, 1997).
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Consideration of multiple feedback sources, especially co
workers and the task itself, therefore, would be of
importance while evaluating the impact of performance
feedback on student service learning.
Performance Feedback Outcomes
in Service Learning

Service learning is based on the view that active and
self-directed learning works well for adult learners
(Knowles,

~984;

Eyler,

Performance feedback f.rom

~992).

supervisors helps learners identify discrepancies between
their own performance and the desirable performance
standards or learning goals.

These discrepancies, if

negative (i.e., the performance is below standards), could
motivate students tr.,) either put in more effort at achi.eving
the desirable goals or attempt to lower their standards to
make them more achievable (Bandura,

~986).

Of course, an

undesirable and extremely preventable outcome could also be
the student's withdrawal from the situation.
On the other hand, if the student receives feedback
about performance successes (performance meets or exceeds
standards), this would again have a motivating effect by
positively impacting the student's self-efficacy beliefs
(belief that one has the abilities and skills to perform
well) which, in turn, would positively effect performance
(Bandura & Cervone,

~983i

Eden,

~990).

People with high

levels of self efficacy usually set more difficult goals for
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themselves and thus perform better than those with lower
levels of self-efficacy (Locke & Latham,

They also

~990).

have higher levels of goal commitment and persist at tasks
longer than those with lower self-efficacy levels.

All this

leads to higher levels of performance.
From a behavioral perspective, feedback could be seen
as a consequence (reinforcer or punisher), or a
discriminative stimulus cuing the student to forthcoming
reinforcers or punishers (Balcazar, Hopkins, & Suarez,
~986).

When people meet or exceed expectations, they

receive positive reinforcement (e.g., social reinforcers
such as praise and attention in the SL context) from their
supervisor, and poor performance leads to response cost
(e.g.,

withdr~wal

reprimand).

of privileges) or punishment (e.g.,

Thus, the reinforcing (and punishing) nature of

feedback could also enhance the student's SL goal
achievement.
So, performance feedback has the potential of improving
student performance and SL goal achievement through the
combined effects of discrepancy generation (when performance
<

standards), self-efficacy enhancement (when performance

=/> standards), and reinforcement/punishment.

Of course,

performance feedback is expected to improve student learning
only when the performance criteria used at the agency are in
line with the student's learning goals.

Students can not be

expected to receive feedback on a set of standards
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inconsistent with their learning goals and yet show
improvement in their SL goal achievement.
Conclusions

The present work aims to explore the diverse ways in
which performance feedback impacts service-learning goal
attainment for students involved in SL experiences with
community-service agencies.

Two studies were designed to

examine these relationships and test somewhat different
hypotheses regarding these relationships.

These studies are

reported and discussed in the following sections.
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CHAPTER II
STUDY 1

Introduction to the Study

One very common way of viewing performance feedback is
in terms of objective and frequent feedback provided to the
recipient by his/her supervisor.

Indeed, there is evidence

that supervisors are perceived by subordinates as credible
(Ilgen et al., 1979) and reliable (Hanser & Muchinsky, 1978)
sources of feedback, and supervisory feedback has been shown
across studies to have a positive impact on subordinate
performance (Balcazar, Hopkins, & Suarez, 1986).
There is also some support to the proposition that
daily and weekly feedback might be more effective than less
frequent
1986).

(monthly and yearly)

feedbac~

(Balcazar et al.,

It could, of course, be argued that it is not the

frequency of feedback per se which has a positive influence
on performance, rather it is the time gap between actual
performance and feedback which seems to have the stated
effect (Ilgen et al., 1979; Prue & Fairbank, 1981).

Be that

as it may, people who receive feedback while doing a job
have the opportunity to learn from their performance
deficits and correct them as compared to people who only
receive an end-of-the-job performance appraisal.

Feedback,

therefore, has a developmental value with feedback frequency
providing increased opportunities to the individual to
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improve and develop on the job.

This seems particularly

consistent with the aims of SL programs.
The aim of this study was to examine the impact of
objective supervisory performance feedback on student
learning from community service (SLeS). Two individual
differences variables,

(a) goal orientation, i.e., learning

vs. performance goal orientation, and (b) feedback
disposition, an exploratory variable dealing with the
individual's predisposition to engage in feedback seeking
behaviors, were examined as possible moderators of the
performance feedback-SLeS relationship.

In addition, I

looked at the effect of supervisory performance feedback on
instructor evaluations of student academic performance and
quality of student service-learning journals.
Hypotheses

1. Frequent

~upervisory

performance feedback will have a

positive effect on SLeS.
2.a. The individual-differences variables, learning goal
orientation and feedback disposition, and supervisory
performance feedback will have independent positive effects
on SLes.
2.b. Goal orientation and feedback disposition will moderate
the relationship between performance feedback and SLes.
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3. Supervisory performance feedback will be positively
related to instructor ratings of student academic
performance and quality of SL reflection journals.
Method

Sample
The sample consisted of forty (40) undergraduate
students enrolled in a human services class (with a 60 hour
service-learning requirement) in a Midwestern university.
The class required students to work with agencies in the
surrounding community in a helper role, thus learning about
the application of classroom knowledge and contributing to
the community at the same time.

The students were involved

in projects requiring frequent interaction with staff and
dependents needing services.

Sample work settings included

schools, hospitals, and social action agencies in the
community. Subjects were assigned to voluntary/community
agencies of their preference as part of their service
learning.

They were supervised by an agency

employee/supervisor at every visit.

As a course

requirement, each student had to complete at least 15 hours
of volunteer service-learning work at different agencies,
and had to complete 60 hours total.
Measures
1. The Student learning from community servjce (SLes>
Instulment.

This instrument assessed the service learner's

24

perceived effectiveness in meeting service learning goals
(Appendix 1).

It tapped student perceptions of attainment

of SL goals on 11 items. All responses were on a 9 point
scale ranging from 'strongly disagree' to
with a neutral point in between.

~strongly

agree',

Chronbach alphas for the

instrument was claculated for the whole class before (Alpha=
.77) and after (Alpha= .78) the treatment.
2. The Feedback Djsposjtjon Instolment. This questionnaire
was designed to assess the student's propensity to seek and
utilize feedback (Appendix 1).

It instructs participants to

rate their agreement/disagreement related to 7 items
indicating how favorably or unfavorably they are disposed
toward receiving and utilizing feedback.
a 9 point scale ranginy from
~strongly

~strongJy

All ratings are on

disagree' to

agree', with a neutral point in between.

Some

sample items are, "Typically, asking for feedback from
one's supervisor requires too much effort" (item 1), and "I
tend to regard feedback as useful information rather than as
~bad

news'" (item 3). Items 1,2, and 5 express the

respondent's desire to avoid feedback, while items 3,4,6,
and 7 are items reflecting the individual's positive
predisposition toward seeking and utilizing feedback.

In

this study, I reverse scored items 1,2, and 5, prior to
analyzing data.

Chronbach alpha for this instrument was

.69.
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3. The

C~aJ

Orientation Instolment.

Items of this

instrument were adapted from Vandewalle (1997) _

It

consisted of 7 statements measuring the learning goal
orientation (items 1,3, & 6) and performance goal
orientation (items 2,4,5, & 7) of the student (Appendix 1).
Items measuring performance goal orientation were reverse
coded, so that higher ratings on every item in the
instrument indicated a higher learning goal orientation and
lower ratings indicated performance goal orientation.

This

was done assuming a unidimensional view of the goal
orientation construct, consistent with theory (Dweck &
Leggett, 1988).

All ratings were on a 9 point scale ranging

from 'strongly disagree' to 'strongly agree', with a neutral
point in between.

Sample items were,

"I am willing to

select a challenging work assignment that I can learn a lot
from" (item 1), and "For me, development of my work ability
is important enough to take risks" (item 6).
alpha for this scale was .59.
consistency_

Chronbach

This reflects low internal

This variable was therefore excluded from all

analyses.
Procedure
Research Site

The class that served as the research site was selected
out of a list of five classes in a Midwest university where
I am a graduate student.

Factors influencing choice of the
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class were:

(a) a semester-long service commitment was

required from students,

(b) students worked with community

service agencies and had agency supervisors, and (c)
community service was linked with the curriculum, through
reflection, relevant coursework and grading.

Only one

class, a human services class, satisfied all three criteria,
and it was selected for the study.
After receiving permission to conduct the study from the
university's Institutional Review Board, I approached the
instructor and asked her for permission to conduct the study
in her class. Permission was granted after the instructor
discussed the request with senior faculty members in the
Human Services department.
Instrument development and ?jJotjng

The SLes instrument was pilot tested on 80 students
enrolled in two classes.

Forty undergraduate students

enrolled in a human services course with a significant
service learning component, and 40 undergraduate students
enrolled in an undergraduate psychology class without a
service learning component, participated in the pilot study.
Students received an earlier version of this instrument at
the end of an earlier semester. Demographic data were also
collected, which indicated that students in the 2 groups
were similarly matched in terms of age, gender,
undergraduate year, and previous volunteering experience.
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Independent-sample t-tests were calculated to identify
between-group differences on all 11 items of the SLCS.
Results indicated that there was a significant difference
between the 2 groups on all eleven items in the
questionnaire (p<.Ol).

It was inferred that the instrument

is able to detect differences between populations
participating in service learning programs vs. those not
participating.

However, there seemed to be a ceiling effect

in the questionnaire with responses concentrated in the
upper one-third of the scales.

As a result the statements

were more strongly worded (e.g., "I am committed to
volunteering.

I,

was changed to "I am strongly committed

to volunteering . . ") and the scale was changed from a 7
point to a 9-point scale.
Supervisor feedback form.

This form was designed to allow

the supervisor to conveniently provide objective feedback by
rating students on a three-point scale (needs improvement,
meets expectations, and above average) assessing five facets
of the student's performance.

These facets were: work

commitment, learning from mistakes, responsiveness to
clients' or service recipients' needs, responsiveness to
agency needs, and empathy for client population (Appendix
A).

In addition, there was space for the supervisor to

comment on the areas needing improvement.

This form was

designed after discussion with 3 agency supervisors
regarding the standards utilized by them to evaluate student
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performance. This form was not designed to be used for the
assessment of student performance for class grades, but only
as a tool to help supervisors provide objective feedback tc
students.
Pre treatment assessment and trajning

All participating subjects (n=40) completed the SLCS
instrument.

In addition to this, the subjects randomly

assigned to the experimental condition received a 20 minute
presentation, by me, on how to translate supervisory
feedback into specific goals. In addition, subjects in the
experimental group were explained their role in the study,
i.e., giving the feedback form to the supervisor at the end
of every week, and setting goals based on the form.
Simultaneously, subjects in the control group were given a
20 minute presentation on a topic irrelevant to the main
focus of the study (the role of the university volunteer
center) by a student volunteer working for the local
volunteer center, and received some literature on
volunteerism. All students read and signed an informed
consent form stating the study objectives and procedure,
prior to participating in the study.

In addition, students

in the experimental condition were requested to provide
their home telephone numbers to me, for follow-up purposes,
after I gave them the assurance that these numbers were for
research purposes only and would not be used for any other
purpose during or after the study or divulged to anybody
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else besides an assistant.

Care was taken to ensure that

students in the control condition did not know that they
were in the group that received no treatment.

This was done

by calling their group, "other treatment group", and
providing them with the presentation and literature on
volunteering.

The class instructor was not informed which

student belonged to which group

I

controlling for potential

instructor bias as well as any "self-fulfilling prophecy"
effects.
Treatment
The students were randomly assigned to two groups:
experimental group

I

(a)

receiving feedback, and (b) control

group, a group not receiving the treatment.
Experimental Group.

As part of the study, each student

in the experimental group was to seek feedback from his/her
agency supervisors at the end of each week the student was
at the agency.

They presented their supervisor with the

feedback form and had the form completed by the supervisor.
Supervisory ratings of student performance on the items in
the form acted as weekly performance feedback.
Students in the experimental group were telephoned at
home by an assistant or me once every two weeks and were
prompted to seek feedback from their supervisor the next
week.

Students successfully seeking feedback were provided

with verbal praise, while students who were not successful
in their feedback seeking attempts either due to Ca)
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forgetting to seek feedback or (b) due to not having been
able to meet their supervisor, were given suggestions that
could help them in their future attempts.
Data were recorded for each student telephoned.

Access

to feedback was coded a 'yes' or 'no' in a spreadsheet, with
one row for each student and one column for each time they
were called.

Only l3 out of the original 20 subjects in the

experimental group could be contacted due to non-disclosure
or non-availability of their home telephone numbers.
The entire treatment of feedback from supervisors and
prompting students to seek feedback (by the experimenter)
lasted l2 weeks.
Control Group.
~ormal

Control subjects did not receive weekly

feedback treatment.

At the beginning of the class,

they were informed that they belonged to a non-specific
"other treatment" group and received some volunteering
related information and literature.

They did not receive

prompting from the experimenter, formal feedback from the
supervisor, or any more information after this.
Post-treatment assessment

At the end of the l2-week treatment period all students
received the SLCS instrument a second time, the feedback
disposition instrument, and the goal orientation instrument,
and their classroom instructor completed the instructor
ratings.

Matched pre- and post- treatment SLCS data were

obtained for 38 students in all: 19 in the experimental
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group and 19 in the control group.

The other 2 students

could not be contacted because they were not present during
class during post-test, and for 2 weeks after the post-test.
After final grading had been accomplished, the
instructor rated the 38 students on 2 items:

(i) academic

performance (taking into account class test scores,
assignment scores, service-learning evaluations, &
attendance), and (ii) quality of the service-learning
journal, a weekly log maintained by the student describing
his/her reflections on the community-service experiences
(taking into account breadth of issues covered, depth of
analysis & writing style).

She sorted each student into one

of four possible categories, first for academic performance,
and then a second time for journal quality:
of the class (on academic performance),
class,

{l) bottom 25%

(2) next 25% of the

(3) next to the top 25% of the class, and

of the class.

(4j

top 25%

She was instructed to sort a minimum of 9 and

a maximum of 10 students in each category.

This type of

forced-response rank-order technique was used to prevent
possible leniency bias, i.e., sorting a majority of students
into the top of the class.
Data Analysis
The data gathered from the students, the instructor,
and the agency supervisor were analyzed to detect treatment
effects.
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Results

Table

B~

(all tables in appendix) presents descriptive

statistics and comparison of the full sample (N=38) before
treatment and after-treatment on all
instrument.

~~

items of the SLCS

A paired-sample t-test was computed for each of

the before-after pairs to determine changes that could be
attributed to their taking the human services course.
Statistically significant differences
7 out of the

~~

(p<.O~)

can be seen on

items in the SLCS instrument. An index score

was calculated by taking the mean of all items in the
instrument for all participants.
significant difference
well.

(p<.O~)

A statistically

can be noted on the index as

Examination of item means reveals that participants

perceived themselves as higher on all items at the end of
the class, as compared to before the class.
both groups perceived themselves as
treatment period.

impro~ing

Participants in
in the

This could be an outcome of the class

structure (including service-learning experiences,
reflection, instruction strategy, etc.) or a result of other
class-unrelated experiences in the meantime.
Hypotbesjs 1
First I tested the hypothesis that the group receiving
the performance feedback intervention (experimental group)
would show greater improvements on their perceived SLes than
the group not receiving the intervention (control group) .
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Independent sample t-tests were calculated for both the
groups after the treatment.

The two groups showed no

statistically significant changes on 9 items and the index
(p>.OS), and a slight negative change on 2 items, items 4
and 5 (control group mean> experimental group mean; p<.05).
However, when group differences were calculated before the
treatment, I found that the groups already differed
significantly on one of these items (item 5; p<.05), and
group difference on item 4 approached statistical
significance (p=.06).

Results are presented in Table B2

Interestingly, both groups differed on item 6 before
the treatment (E<.05), but did not differ significantly
(E>.05)after the treatment!

It should be noted that pre

treatment comparisons allowed me to see between group
differences, which would have ordinarily escaped detection
if after-treatment results had alone been analyzed.

It

should also be noted that these group differences were found
before treatment in spite of randomization!

This may

indicate that a larger sample size was needed to take
advantage of random assignment.
Table 83 presents the results of a treatment
(experimental and control groups)

* time (SLCS index before

and after treatment) between-within ANOVA.
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This was done in

order to test the hypothesis that the 2 groups would show
differential improvements in SLCS due to the treatment.
Results reveal that only time had a significant impact
on SLCS (F=46.87; E<.01).

Both the treatment alone and the

treatment x time interaction did not have a statistically
significant effect on SLCS.
with table 2.

These results are consistent

Hypothesis 1 is, therefore, not supported.

Hypothesis 2
Tables 84.1 and B4.2 provide descriptive statistics and
intercorrelations between the key variables in this study.
Correlations in Table B4.1 are the more popular Pearson's R
which are computed for dichotomous variables and variables
measured at least at the

int~rval

level.

Since the study

also had 2 variables measured at the ordinal level
(instructor rankings of quality of service-learning journal
and academic performance), I calculated Spearman's Rho as
well.
Examination of the correlation matrices reveals that
feedback disposition was positively correlated with SLCS
after-treatment (r=.63, E<.01).

The treatment was not

significantly correlated with any of the variables.
Hypotheses 2 proposed that the independent and
moderating effects of feedback disposition on SLCS, and the
treatment and SLCS relationship, respectively.
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Moderator effects were tested using hierarchical
regression analyses.

To test the independent and moderating

effect of feedback disposition,

I entered the treatment and

feedback disposition first in the equation, with SLCS as the
criterion.

These variables accounted for 42% of the

variance in the criterion, however, only feedback
disposition predicted SLCS significantly (8= .44,
E<.Ol).

~=

.62;

The treatment * feedback disposition interaction

failed to add to the prediction (AR2=.Ol; E>.05).

F~edback

disposition seemed to predict SLCS independently of the
treatment, and it did not seem to moderate the relationship
between the treatment and SLCS (Table 85).
Hypot~esis

2(a) that predicted the independent effect

of feedback disposition on

SLes

was, thus, supported; while

hypothesis 2(b), the moderator hypothesis, was not
supported.
HypQtbesjs 3
Hypothesis 3 dealt with the differences between the
experimental and control group on instructor ratings of the
quality of the service-learning journal maintained by
students, as well as student academic performance.

Because

the 2 variables were measured by asking the instructor to
sort students into 4 fixed-response categories, the data
thus obtained were treated as rank-order data.
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Hence I used

the Mann-Whitney U test, a non-parametric equivalent of the
independent samples t test, to test for group differences.
Results are presented in Table 86.
Between-group differences were non significant for both
variables (p>.OS).

Group differences on the variable,

service learning journal quality, however, approached
significance (U=118; p=.07).

Hypothesis 3 was, therefore,

not supported, although the directions of the differences
were in the predicted direction.
Addjtional Analyses
Some data were available regarding the number of
participants in the experimental group who reported that
they had actually sought feedback from their supervisors.
Data were available on 13 out of the total 19

particip~nts.

I found that 8 out of the 13 had sought and received
feedback, while 5 had not.
on key variables.

These 2 subgroups were compared

As before, independent sample t tests

were computed for variables measured at the interval level
(Table B7.1), while Mann-Whitney's U (table B7.2) was
computed for rank-ordered variables.

Receiving feedback

(yes or no) was used as the independent or group-differences
variable.
There were no statistically significant differences
between the 2 groups.

However, when I calculated the effect

size for group differences, the groups differed on feedback
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disposition (mean for feedback group = 7.12, mean for
feedback not received group = 6.10; d=-.93).

The effect

size measure, Cohen's d, provides a sample-size free
estimate of treatment effects.
considered a large effect size.

A d of more than .80 is
The 2 groups, therefore,

seem to differ on their feedback disposition.

They do not

differ on any other variable, however.
Discussion
Performance Feedback and Service Learning

This study was designed to examine the relationship
between objective-supervisory performance feedback and
student learning from community service.

I failed to obtain

support for the proposition that weekly performance feedback
from supervisors improves service learning.
support came from 2 sources:

The :ack of

(i) absence of group

differences in the student-perceived SLCS items and index,
and (ii) absence of group differences in instructor
evaluations of student service-learning journal quality and
academic performance.
In discussing an evaluation of a team-building
intervention, Eden (1985; pp. 98) noted that,
"retrospective perceptions of change are much less
convincing than repeated measures data demonstrating changes
in perception".

The present study utilized a randomized

group design with a before- and after- assessment of student
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perceived SLCS.

This allowed me to look at group changes

instead of evaluating the impact of performance feedback by
looking at the after-treatment alone.

Therefore, even

though there seemed to be between-group differences after
treatment, no conclusions could be drawn from this because
the groups showed differences even before treatment!

This

bears out the importance of using rigorous research designs
to evaluate treatment effects.

The utilization of

instructor ratings also provided an objective report of
group differences.
The main question to address is why the performance
feedback intervention did not work.
implicated.

Several factors can be

First, feedback may not be important for SL.

Second, the intervention was structured in such a way that
it was up to the participants to go to the supervisor and
ask for feedback.

Hence what I was actually trying to

manipulate was not the feedback itself, but participant
feedback-seeking behavior. Feedback itself was not
manipulated, because each of the 19 students in the
experimental group had 4 supervisors in the course of the
experiment, and ensuring delivery of performance feedback at
close to 19 x 4

= 76 agencies was extremely difficult.

It

also would have been difficult to ensure that supervisors
provided feedback to only experimental -group participants
and not those in the control group working in the same
agency.

Hence I chose to make participants the focus of the
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study, directing them to seek feedback from their
supervisor.

Giving participants the scope to choose to seek

feedback also allowed them the choice to not seek feedback!
The lack of participant feedback seeking is, however,
only one explanation of the results.

Comparison of subjects

actually receiving and not receiving feedback still reveals
no significant differences.
of feedback received.

One reason could be the amount

Many of the participants receiving

feedback chose to seek feedback intermittently, i.e.,
seeking feedback at one agency and not the other or seeking
feedback one week and not the other.

Hence, performance

feedback was inconsistently delivered and received,
preventing the intervention from having more impact.
Supervisory feedback was also extremely positive,
seldom going below the "exceeding expectations" category.
This is consistent with performance appraisal literature
which suggests that there are often positive distortions in
supervisory ratings of subordinate performance, especially
in cases where the ratings are directly provided to the
subordinate (Waung & Highhouse, 1997).

This is probably due

to their fear of conflict or their tendency to buffer
subordinates from "bad news".

In our case, supervisors

also probably saw subordinates as temporary volunteers, in
addition to being students, and provided them with positive
regard through inflated-positive ratings.
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Finally, it should be noted that I only manipulated one
form of performance feedback i.e., written objective
supervisory feedback.

There are other forms (informal and

formal) and sources (co-workers, clients! etc.) of
performance feedback available in organizational settings.
I did not examine these other sources and forms, because
there was no cause for them to vary systematically between
group.
IndividuaJ-djfferences in Feedback Seeking
This study also examined the relationship between
feedback disposition and student learning from community
service.

Feedback disposition had a high positive

correlation with SLCS, indicating that students who have a
higher predisposition to seek and utilize

feedC~~k

also see

themselves as learning more from their community service
experience.

Results also indicated that feedback

disposition was positively related to feedback-seeking
behavior.

Indeed, students actually seeking feedback also

tend to perceive themselves as more favorably oriented to
seeking and utilizing feedback than students not receiving
feedback.

Causal inferences regarding the impact of

feedback disposition on feedback seeking must be made with
great restraint because feedback disposition was not
measured prior to the 'observation of feedback-seeking
behavior.

It is, however, interesting to see this

relationship.

Especially if feedback disposition is a
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trait-like characteristic, it has potential as an
individual-differences variable in future studies of
performance feedback.
SLCS and Academic Performance

A significant byproduct of this study was the
significant positive correlation between student SLCS self
reports and instructor ratings on academic performance,
i.e., students rating themselves higher on SLCS also tended
to be ranked higher than their counterparts on academic
performance by their instructor.

Two possible conclusions

can be drawn from this finding, the first regarding the
nature of the relationship between SL and academic
achievement, and the second regarding the SLCS instrument
used in this study.

These conclusions are

~iscussed

below.

Nature of the Relatiooshjp
First, student learning from community service is
actually related to academic performance.

Which could mean

that teachers evaluating students on academic performance
also place significant weight on their service-learning
performance, or that students who perceive themselves as
performing be.tter in service-learning settings also tend to
do better academically.

The latter would be case of

learning transfer from the field to the classroom, which is
an ideal objective in most experiential education programs,
but has little documentation.
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•

Interestingly, instructor rankings of student academic
performance were not significantly related to rankings on
service-learning journal quality.

This was surprising given

the fact that instructor evaluations of student service
learning performance would and should be mostly based on
their evaluation of journal quality.

It could be,

therefore, concluded that the instructor was probably using
different criteria to evaluate academic performance and
service-learning performance, and that student learning from
community service was related in some other way with
academic achievement.
A

very liberal conclusion would be that students who

learn more from their community service experience also tend
to apply these insights in their

cour~~work.

a classic case of learning transfer.

This would be

A very conservative

conclusion, on the other hand, would be that the instructor
placed a lot of weight on student performance reports from
the agency while evaluating them academically.

This is,

however, unlikely to be a very good explanation because
agency reports on students were quite --glowing" with few
exceptions.

A third explanation could be that students who

had a sense of academic efficacy, due to positive teacher
evaluations of in-class performance, also tended to perceive
themselves as high on attaining service-learning goals.
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The SLCS Instplment

Conclusions can also be drawn about the SLCS
instrument. It can be inferred that the scores obtained by
subjects on the SLCS instrument have good external validity,
considering instructor rankings of student academic
performance as the criterion and student scores on SLCS as
the predictor.

This indicates the potential of the SLCS

instrument in tapping relevant service learning domains and
as a predictor of other class-related performance criteria.
Conclusions and Recommendations for Future Research
I

failed to obtain support for the primary hypothesis.

Objective-supervisory feedback, albeit intermittent, did not
positively affect student learning from community service.
Future field experiments need to be designed in such a way
that performance feedback itself, rather than feedback
seeking behavior, is manipulated.

One thing that would make

this manipulation easier would be to replicate this study
with a class requiring each student to report to only one
agency and one supervisor or at least ensure that feedback
is given.

In addition, it is important to examine other

forms and sources of performance feedback in the workplace.
Other, more natural and perhaps frequent forms of feedback
might have a greater impact on service learning than the
artificially created objective-supervisory feedback of this
study.

This study opens up possible explorations of individual
differences in feedback seeking and utilization.
Individual-differences variables, such as feedback
disposition, are effective and independent predictors of
student learning from community service, and might be
effective predictors of feedback intervention outcomes, both
as independent predictors and moderators.
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CHAPTER III

STUDY 2
Introduction to the Study

In this study I investigated the relationship between
the amount of usable performance feedback received by
students participating in service learning and student
learning from community service (SLCS).
People obtain feedback in organizational settings
essentially in 2 ways: by monitoring the environment for
relevant feedback cues, and by proactively seeking feedback
from relevant sources (Ashford & Cummings, 1983).

Feedback

could be obtained from sources such as supervisors and
coworkers both by proactively and explicitly seeking
feedback, or by monitoring the verbal and non-verbal
behaviors of these sources.

In general, people are

reluctant to seek formal and explicit feedback, preferring
to monitor the feedback environment, simply because of the
costs associated with feedback seeking (Ashford & Cummings,
1983).

Others who are motivated to learn more about their

environment and master it tend to seek feedback, discounting
or minimizing the costs associated with feedback seeking.
I, therefore, looked at individual differences in feedback
seeking and utilization using two variables: goal
orientation (Vandewalle & Cummings, 1997) "and feedback
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4

disposition.

The latter variable deals with peoples'

predisposition to seek/utilize or avoid feedback.
Performance feedback could be provided by not only the
students' supervisors and coworkers (Hanser & Muchinsky,
1978), but also the people who receive the service provided
by the student.

These service recipients or "clients" could

be valuable sources of feedback, because students' behaviors
in service learning settings are usually aimed at helping
specific people who would have an opportunity to observe
relevant behaviors and evaluate student performance and
consequently provide accurate feedback.

Clients were,

therefore, included among other relevant feedback sources.
Feedback sources could provide performance feedback
formally, i.e. at scheduled times, using feedback/appraisal
instruments, etc., or informally, through informal comments,
suggestions for help/improvement, non-verbal gestures
conveying approval/disapproval, etc.

In this study,

performance feedback is defined broadly as both formal and
informal feedbaCK.

This seems necessary given the fact that

both these feedback types influence people in organizations,
and especially because a majority of service-learning sites
are community-service agencies which either do not possess,
or are reluctant to use, formal mechanisms to convey
feedback.

It is quite possible that students use both the
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monitoring strategy and proactively seek feedback in such
settings.
A conceptual model outlining the relationship between
performance feedback and student learning from community
service is presented in Figure C1.

According to this model,

student perceptions of feedback availability and feedback
seeking will both, independently predict student learning
from community service (SLCS).

This relationship will be

mediated by student perceptions of feedback usefulness.

In

turn, feedback disposition will predict feedback seeking and
student learning from community service, while goal
orientation will predict feedback disposition and student
learning from community service.

The last relationships

were hypothesized based on the results of study 1.
Method
Sample
The sample consisted of one hundred seventy-seven (177)
undergraduate students enrolled in ten classes in three
liberal arts colleges and three mid-size universities in the
state of Michigan.

All classes required students to engage

in service learning by working with members of the
surrounding community in a helper role.

Students were

enrolled in classes taught in the humanities or social
sciences departments, e.g., sociology/anthropology,
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professional writing, environmental law, gerontology,
Spanish, and religion.

Sample work settings included

schools, hospitals, and social action agencies in the
community.

Students were supervised by an agency

employee/supervisor (client) at every site.

The service

learning requirement typically involved a full semester
commitment from the students.

The amount of service ranged

from lO hours (religion) to between 30-60 (all other
courses) .
Measures
l. The Student learning from community s""ryice
InstrumentCSLCS).

This instrument assesses the service

learr.er's perceived effectiveness in meeting service
learni.~g

goals, and is described in the previous study.

Exploratory factor analysis of participant responses to ten
items in this instrument using the principal components
analysis method with orthogonal (varimax, with eigen value
=/> l) rotation revealed a one-factor solution (Table B8) .
This factor accounted for around 56% of the total variance
in subject responses.

One item, item ll, used in the

previous study was discarded before factor analysis because
it was seen as confusing to students in many classes who had
not decided their major or minor.

Coefficient Alpha was

calculated and was .9l.
2. Feedback Disposjtjon Instrument (EDI).

The feedback

disposition instrument used in the previous study was used
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in this study as well.

Exploratory factor analysis of

participant responses to items in this instrument using the
principal components analysis method with orthogonal
(varimax) rotation with eigen value =/> 1 revealed a two
factor solution (Table B9).

These factors together

accounted for 58% of the total variance in student
responses.

Factor 1 consisted of items 1,2, and 5, which

reflected a negative orientation toward feedback or what
could be termed "feedback avoidance I I

•

Factor 2 consisted

of items 3,4,6,7 that reflected a positive orientation
toward feedback and was termed "feedback approach I I

•

Careful analysis of the items revealed that feedback
avoidance items could not be simply reverse coded and
.: :r..:.erpreted as feedback approach

ite(~s.

They seer.!ed to be

measuring feedback costs while the feedback avoidance items
seemed to measure motivation to seek and utilize feedback.
The 2 sets of items were, thus, treated as 2 separate sub
scales.
3.

Coefficient Alphas for each scale was .68.

Goa] Orientation Instolment (GOI). Items of this

instrument were adapted from Vandewalle (1997).

It

consisted of 7 statements measuring the learning goal
orientation (items l,3, & 6) and performance goal
orientation (items 2,4,5, & 7) of the student.

Items

measuring performance goal orientation were reverse coded,
so that higher ratings on every item in the instrument
indicated a higher learning goal orientation and lower
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ratings indicated performance goal orientation. All ratings
were on a 9 point scale ranging from 'strongly disagree' to
'strongly agree', with a neutral point in between.

Sample

items were: "I am willing to select a challenging work
assignment that I can learn a lot from" (item

~),

and "For

me, development of my work ability is important enough to
take risks" (item 6) .
Exploratory factor analysis of participant responses to
items in this instrument using the principal components
analysis method with orthogonal (varimax) rotation with
eigen value =/>
B10).

~

revealed a two-factor solution (Table

These factors accounted for around

variance in subject responses.

6~%

of the total

Factor 1 (items

~,3,4)

was

labeled "learning goal orientation" and factor 2 (items
2,4,6) was labeled "performance goal orientation".

This

is consistent with the psychometric properties of the
original 13 item scale developed by Vandewalle (1997).

Item

7 from the original scale was discarded because it had
originally measured performance goal orientation in
Vandewalle (1997) but seemed to load more on learning goal
orientation in this study.

Hence, there was a discrepancy

between the theory and the factor structure, leading us to
drop the item from the instrument.

Coefficient alphas for

the learning goal orientation scale was .83, and performance
goal orientation scale (not including item 7) was .60.

51

4.

Performance Feedback Instolment (PFI).

consisted of three sets of items.

This instrument

Item set 1 measured the

amount of feedback that was available unasked, from the
student's supervisors, coworkers, and clients.

Item set 2

measured the amount of feedback seeking by the student from
the same three sources.

Item set 3 measured the amount of

feedback obtained from the same three sources which was
considered useful by the student.
Exploratory factor analysis of participant responses to
items in this instrument using the principal components
analysis method with orthogonal (varimax) rotation with
eigen value =/> 1 revealed a three-factor solution (Table
B11).

These factors accounted for around 72% of the total

variance in student respouses.

Items leading on factor 1

measured feedback seeking (items II; 1,2,3).

However,

factors 2 and 3 were more difficult to interpret.

Factor 2

consisted of items measuring feedback available unasked from
the supervisor and coworker (items I: 1,2), and subject
assessment of the amount of this feedback that was useful
(III: 1,2).

Factor 3 consisted of items measuring feedback

available unasked from the client (item I: 3), and useful
feedback from this source (item III: 3).

I decided that

factors 2 and 3 measured --feedback quality"

(Herold,

Liden, & Leatherwood, 1987) which can be obtained by
multiplying feedback availability with feedback utilization.

52

Considering this, feedback seeking items (factor 1)
were used together as a scale, while items loading on
factors 2 and 3 were not used as scales in this study.
Feedback availability items and their corresponding feedback
usefulness items were multiplied together to obtain 2
feedback quality indices.

These indices, one for supervisor

and coworker feedback (i.e., the mean of supervisor feedback
availability x usefulness, and coworker feedback
availability x usefulness) and one for client feedback
(i.e., client feedback availability x usefulness) were
termed '-organizational feedback quality"
feedback quality".
seeking scale

and --client

Coefficient Alpha for the feedback

= .81.

Procedure
I contacted service-learning coordinators at three
universities and three colleges in Michigan.
participate in the study.

All agreed to

These coordinators supplied names

and contact information for instructors involving their
students in service learning.

Two selection criteria were

used to select 10 classes for the study.
were:

These criteria

(1) students were involved in service-learning rather

than volunteering, i.e., the community service was
integrated with class content and grading, and students
participated in reflection (presentations, journals, and
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discussions); and (2) students had supervisors, coworkers,
and clients.
All four surveys were administered together to students
during class time.

Students were explained the purpose of

the study and informed that individual responses were
anonymous.

I personally administered the surveys to

students in 7 classes (around 115 students) and instructors
administered the rest of the surveys.

Instructors

administering surveys were asked to distribute the surveys
at the beginning of the class, after informing the students
about study purpose and anonymity of responses.

Completed

questionnaires were not individually collected from
students.

They ,were instead piled in a carton or a separate

table by students, and were put together as a set into an
envelope by the instructor who had been instructed to be
careful not to examine student responses.

All students

sampled completed the surveys.
Analyses
As noted earlier, factor analyses of three instruments
used in this study revealed unexpected factor structures.
The hypothesized model was, therefore, modified to include
these changes.

A path-analysis model of the relationship

between performance feedback, individual differences in
feedback seeking and use, feedback quality, and student
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learning from community service is presented in Figure C2.
According to this model, organizational feedback quality and
client feedback quality will independently and positively
predict feedback seeking and student learning from community
service.

Feedback approach will predict feedback seeking

and SLCS positively, while feedback avoidance will predict
these variables negatively.

Feedback approach will be

positively predicted by learning goal orientation, while
feedback avoidance will be positively predicted by
performance goal orientation.

In addition, according to

this model learning goal orientation and performance goal
orientation will independently predict SLCS.
Keeping with path-analysis conventions, all exogenous
var1ables (variables that are causally independent of other
variables in the model) are represented as being inter
correlated, while endogenous variables (variables having at
least one source in the model) are not inter-correlated.

In

situations where endogenous variables are conceptualized as
actually being inter-correlated, their error terms can be
represented as being correlated with each other (Loehlin,
1992) .

In the hypothesized model, the error terms for the

feedback disposition-approach and -avoid variables are
correlated.

All other error terms are assumed to be

uncorrelated with each other.
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Analysis was carried out using AMOS 3.6 (Arbuckle,
1997).

In addition to parameter estimates for each of the

hypothesized paths between variables in the model, I
estimated model-fit indices to compare the hypothesized or
implied model with (1) the observed set of relations between
the same variables in the obtained sample, and (2) some
baseline model (a null model or a fully saturated model) .
The Chi Square goodness-of-fit test was used to assess the
magnitude of the discrepancy between the hypothesized model
and the sample covariances (Hu & Bentler, 1997).

The Root

Mean Square Residual (RMR) was calculated to assess the
square root of the average squared discre9ancy between the
estim~tes

and the sample variance/covariance.

In addition,

the Goodness of Fit Index or GFI (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984),
the Parsimonious Goodness of Fit Index or PGFI (Mulaik,
James, Van Alstine, Bennett, Lind, & Stilwell, 1989), and
the Comparative Fit Index or CFI (Bentler, 1990) were
calculated.
Finally, I estimated a model that adequately fit the
data without compromising on parsimony, i.e., a model with
better fit but with fewer estimated parameters (Mulaik, et
al., 1989).
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Results

Descriptive statistics and zero-order bivariate
correlations between variables examined in this study are
presented in Table B12.

An SLCS index was obtained by

computing the mean of the 10 SLCS instrument items used in
the study.

Similarly, an index of organizational feedback

quality was obtained by computing the mean of coworker
feedback quality and supervisor feedback quality.

As

mentioned before, supervisor, coworker, and client feedback
quality variables were computed by multiplying feedback
availability and feedback use items for each of the three
feedback sources.

The resultant values for feedback quality

variables could, thus, range from 1 (low) to 25 (high).
~eedback

seeking was measured on a five-point scale, and all

other variables were measured on nine-point scales.
correlations were in the hypothesized direction.

All

Feedback

seeking seems to be the lone exception because it is
significantly correlated with feedback quality variables
only.

Means of all feedback quality variables were between

11 and 13, which could be interpreted as around average.
Figure C3 presents the results of the path analysis
where only 5 of the proposed 11 relationships were
supported.
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Prediction of Student Jearning frOID community service

Standardized regression weights or path coefficients
for each of the variables predicting SLCS, and the overall
squared multiple correlation (R2) for this equation are
presented in Table B13.
All the predictors together accounted for around
31% of the variance in the outcome variable, SLCS.

Client

feedback quality significantly and positively predicted SLCS
(p<.Ol), while organizational feedback quality failed to

significantly predict this outcome variable (p>.OS).
Consistent with the bivariate correlations, feedback seeking
did not positively predict SLCS (p>.OS).

The relationship

between individual-differences variables, feedback
dispositl.r:"n-approach and feedback

dispositio'i~-avoidance

SLCS were in the predicted direction.

ard.

The former positively

predicted the outcome variable (p<.Ol), while the latter
negatively predicted it (p<.Ol).

Learning and performance

goal orientation did not significantly predict SLCS (p>.OS).
Individual Differences and Feedback Seeking

Standardized path coefficients or regression weights
for all individual-differences variables in the model, and
feedback seeking are presented in Table B14.

All predictor

variables are in rows and all predicted outcome variables or
endogenous variables are in columns.
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As hypothesized, learning goal orientation
significantly and positively predicted feedback disposition
approach, while performance goal orientation positively
predicted feedback disposition-avoidance {both E<.Ol}.
Individual-differences variables failed to significantly
predict feedback seeking (E>.05), however.
ModeJ

Fjt

I used four indices to assess model fit: Chi Square,
Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) , Goodness-of-Fit-Index
(GFI), and Comparative Fit Index (CFI).
model failed to fit the data well.

The hypothesized

Chi square (X 2

),

which

is actually a "badness of fit" index, is interpreted thus:
small and non-Significant values of X2 approaching ZF.ro
reflect good fit between the hypothesized model and the
observed variances/covariances in the sample. CFI compares
the obtained model to a null model.

Here, X2 (10, N=177) =

46.49, p<.Ol, which reflected bad fit.

Similarly, the RMR

of .77 approaches unity and can be considered large.

GFI

equals .94, here, reflect good fit, while the CFI<.90
reflect bad fit.

Thus, interpreting the pattern of fit

indices, it can be concluded that the hypothesized model
does not adequately fit the obtained sample.
I, therefore, modified the hypothesized model to arrive
at a better fitting model explaining the relationships
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between

perfo~ance

feedback and service learning.

so, I followed three criteria:
significant paths,

To do

(1) elimination of non

(2) addition of significant

relationships, here bivariate correlations revealed to be
significant, and (3) careful analysis of conceptual
implications of modifications.

Post-hoc modification of

structural models to increase fit is a controversial issue
(Hoyle & Panter, 1997).

This practice is criticized because

modified models can not be generalized beyond the current
sample.

Keeping this in mind, I suggest the modified model,

which seems to fit the present data well, and is in fact
more parsimonious than the hypothesized model.
Proposed Model of Performance Feedback and

Serv~ce

Learning

The proposed model is presented in Figure C4.

The

modifications to the hypothesized model are summarized
below.
(1)

Because feedback seeking is not significantly

predicted by individual-differences variables and does not
significantly predict SLCS, it was removed from its
mediating position and was allowed to correlate with
organizational and client feedback quality.
(2)

The relationship between feedback seeking and SLCS was

fixed at zero, consistent with the low and non-significant
relationship observed in the hypothesized model.
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(3)

The correlation between performance goal orientation

and learning goal orientation was fixed at zero.

This is in

line with the observed low and non-significant correlation
between the two, and the conceptualization of these
constructs as uncorrelated (Vandewalle, 1997).
(4)

Similarly, intercorrelations between learning goal

orientation, performance goal orientation, client feedback
quality, and organizational feedback quality were fixed at
zero because the principal components analysis had revealed
that these variables were separate factors.
The modified model fit the data well, X2

(16, N= 177) =

25.04, e>.05; RMR= .63; GFI=.97, PGFI=.43, CFI=.96.
Analysis of the pattern of obtained fit indices reveals good
fit,

with small and non-significant chi square, RMR

(modified model) lower than RMR (hypothesized model), GFI
and CFI approaching unity, and a larger PGFI (modified
model) than PGFI (hypothesized model).
analysis are presented in Figure C5.

Results of the path
Again, it must be

borne in mind that the relationships proposed in this model
were based on previous analysis of the same data.
Discussion

Client Feedback Quality and Service Learning
Client feedback quality and the two individual
differences variables, feedback disposition-approach, and
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feedback disposition-avoidance, were the strongest
predictors of student learning from community service.
Client feedback quality is a variable that measures
students' perceptions of how much useful feedback they were
able to obtain from their clients or service recipients.
This finding brings to fore the importance of the service
provider-recipient relationship in service learning
settings. Each important interaction between these two
parties can be termed a "moment of truth" (Carlzon, 1987).
After the transaction, both are changed in some manner.

In

the community service setting, the service recipient or
client is "helped', i.e., has his/her needs met by the
student.

The student, in turn, returns from the interaction

(hopefully) with a set of experiences that he/she can
process through reflection.

Client feedback allows students

to realize the impact of their behaviors on the client,
which helps them in assessing their own competence in
relation to community service, and helps them realize the
extent to which they are able to meet clients' needs.
Although client feedback quality is a significant
predictor of SLCS, the actual amount of client feedback does
not seem to be very high.

Respondents rated both feedback

availability and feedback use as "little" or 3 on a 5-point
scale.

It seems that students who receive high quality
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client feedback also tend to attain their service learning
goals better, but on average there is little client feedback
available!

This discrepancy between the importance and

availability of client feedback quality needs to be
addressed in order to improve the quality of service
learning programs.
Organizational feedback quality has a low significant
correlation with SLCS, and is not a significant predictor of
SLCS.

Client feedback seems to influence student learning

from community service better than both supervisor and
coworker feedback.

This is probably because clients have

more opportunity to observe student behaviors than both
supervisors and

c~workers,

and might also provide more

realistic and specific feedback.

In addition, client

feedback can be easily monitored, especially through their
verbal and nonverbal reactions to the service, while
students would have to incur significant ego and self
presentation costs in asking their supervisors for feedback
(Levy et al., 1995).

Also, as noted in study 1, supervisors

tend to provide inflated positive (performance>expectations)
feedback to students, due to empathic buffering, conflict
avoidance, and a general unwillingness to strictly appraise
the behavior of unpaid workers.
serve as good feedback sources.
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In such situations, clients

In spite of the finding that organizational feedback
does not significantly predict SLCS, I retained it in the
modified model (Figure C4).

This is because the absence of

organizational feedback might hamper student learning and
performance, even if this feedback is not as important a
predictor of SLCS as client feedback.

Also, it is quite

possible that in settings where students have a longer time
commitment (e.g., 60 hours rather than 15 hours at one
~gency),

there would be student rapport with supervisors and

opportunities for supervisors to observe student
performance. This would then translate into higher quality
supervisory feedback with implications for higher SLCS.
Individual Differences

a~d

Service Learning

Two individual-differences variables, feedback
disposition-approach, and feedback disposition-avoidance,
were significant predictors of SLCS.

These variables

predicted SLCS, without the mediation of feedback seeking.
In other words, these variables did not seem to influence
student feedback seeking behaviors.

This could mean that

feedback disposition-approach and -avoidance, as
operationalized in this study, have an impact on what
students do with the feedback they have already obtained,
rather than influencing student efforts to seek feedback.
However, in study 1, feedback disposition and actual

feedback-seeking behaviors were found to be statistically
related.

This could mean that in situations where students

are "required" to seek feedback, feedback disposition would
predict both feedback seeking and utilization (in service
learning), whereas in less structured situations where the
student is under no compulsion to seek feedback, feedback
disposition might predict feedback utilization only, without
predicting feedback seeking.

This is in line with research

which suggests that people tend to seek feedback more when
performance goals are assigned to them and feedback is a
important requisite for goal achievement (Morrison & Weldon,
1990).

Students who

ar~

positively disposed toward performance

feedback seem to be successful in learning from their
community service experience, while students who are
negatively disposed toward feedback and who tend to avoid
feedback seem to not be successful as service learners.
This is most probably because the former tend to monitor
their environment for performance-related cues, seek
feedback, and utilize the obtained feedback to improve their
understanding of their own selves and their environment.
Understanding of one's self and environment are also
important service learning outcomes, and indeed were tapped
by the SLCS instrument.
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In this study, I found that learning and performance
goal orientation influence SLCS through the mediation of
feedback disposition-approach, and -avoidance respectively.
Students who have a higher learning goal orientation are
typically mastery oriented, look for opportunities to build
their competence by learning new skills.

I found that,

these students also typically approach feedback as if it
were a resource, and try to utilize performance-related
information in their environment to learn more about
themselves, their environment, and build skills.
Performance goal oriented students are typically validation
oriented, i.e., are constantly in search for ways to
v~lidate

their worth and gain positive performance

evaluations. I found that these students tend to see
feedback in a not-so-favorable light, treating it more as a
cost incurred than as a resource obtained.

They, therefore,

tend not to learn more about themselves and their
environment or build skills.
Learning and performance goal orientation did not
directly influence SLCS.

Their influence on SLCS was

mediated by the feedback disposition variables.

This is

most probably because goal orientation has a significant
trait-like characteristic that broadly influences ways in
which people react to their work context.
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Feedback

disposition, on the other hand, was related to how
positively or negatively people approach feedback.

It,

therefore, deals with a specific aspect of peoples' work
environment, i.e., their information
Muchinsky, 1978).

envirop~ent

(Hanser &

Hence, it is not surprising that the

broad trait, goal orientation which is an indicator of the
person's "work view", predicted feedback disposition which
is the person's approach toward feedback, which in turn
predicted how well he/she learns from his/her community
service experience.
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CHAPTER IV
GENERAL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
I found evidence that the quality of feedback received
from clients, and student disposition to approach and avoid
feedback, have a positive impact on student learning from
service learning.
I failed to find evidence that supervisory performance
feedback had any effect on service learning.
probably because (a) students had

v~ry

This is

limited interaction

with their agencies, which reduced the likelihood of
supervisors observing student behaviors and providing
accvzdte feedback on the same,

(b) supervisors gave

inflated-positive feedback which did not foster student
learning, and (c)

students tended to not seek feedback, most

probably due to high associated costs.

Although client

feedback significantly predicted student learning, the
actual amount and quality of performance feedback received
by students was found to be quite low.

This is unfortunate,

because higher feedback amount and quality might facilitate
higher levels of student learning from community service.
Implications for Practitioners
Future service learning programs need to take into
account, both student effort in seeking feedback, and the
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actual availability of high quality feedback. Instructors
need to involve community-service agencies in program
design.

Agency supervisors should be able to provide

accurate performance feedback to students, without fearing
that the feedback would be misconstrued as a static judgment
of "poor performance".

Instructors or program designers

could ensure this by explaining the purpose of service
learning, which is to improve overall student development
through enriched experiences.

Accurate and high quality

performance feedback is an integral element of enriched
student experience.
Students who show interest in seeking and utilizing
~eedback

need to be rewarded or encouraged.

Creating the

perception that student feedback seeking and utilization is
integral to the program, might by itself encourage these
behaviors.

In addition, community-service agencies need to

ensure that students continually receive high quality client
feedback.

Client satisfaction surveys, interviews, and

suggestion boxes, could serve as tools for capturing client
feedback.
Attention also needs to be given to the accurate
assessment of student learning from community service.
Recall, in study 1, instructor assessment of student
service-learning journal quality was found to be
69

uncorrelated with academic achievement as well as the SLes
instrument.

Although this is a single piece of evidence, it

raises concerns regarding the validity of traditional
service learning assessment techniques.

Instructors could

gain much from clarifying, in advance, what dimensions of
service learning they wish to assess, and how they which to
go about doing this.

This is analogous to the practice of

performance appraisal, where prior clarification of
appraisal purpose and elucidation of appraisal domains helps
in reducing errors and biases (DeNisi, 1996).
Finally, more attention needs to be given to student
socialization in community-service agencies.

Short-term

student involvement with many agencies fails to ensure that
the student had adequate opportunity to "learn the ropes u

,

i.e., whether he/she understood agency expectations and
culture, at any agency!

Short-term involvement, in general,

is plagued with problems such as (a) lack of agency-student
rapport,

(b) limited experiences which, if not carefully

processed, could lead to inaccurate student judgments about
the agency or even the world of work, and (c) limited
feedback and opportunities for competence development.
Suggestions for Future Research

Feedback disposition and goal orientation were two
individual-differences constructs used in this study.
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Future research needs to look at other individual
differences variables, such as locus of control (are people
with an internal locus of control better service learners,
and if so, how do they approach feedback?), cognitive
ability (do students who perform well academically also tend
to do well as service learners, and in what contexts?), and
generalized self efficacy or trait expectancy (are students
with high generalized self efficacy better at both academics
and service learning, or do different variables predict
success differently?).
Similarly, there is a need to look at the correlates of
student learning from community service as measured by the
SLCS instrument.

Do

~ther

service

l~arning

instruments and

techniques measure the same construct as the instrument used
in this study?

Construct validity studies might provide

insight into this question.
Finally, there is need to study populations similar to
service learners, specifically interns and trainees.

This

might result in a modified model covering the various facets
of performance feedback and its outcomes in different
experiential-learning settings.
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APPENDIX A

INSTRUMENTS
~.

Pilot SLCS Instrument

2.

Study~:

a.

SLCS Instrument at Time

b.

SLCS Instrument at Time 2 with the Feedback

~

Disposition Instrument and the Goal Orientation
Instrument (GOI)

3.

c.

Agency Evaluation Form

d.

Agency Feedback Form

e.

Goal Setting Sheet

Study 2:

SLCS

Instrum~nt

with the Feedback Disposition

Instrument, Goal Orientation Instrument, and the Feedback
Instrument.
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PILOT SLes INSTRUMENT
PLEASE CIRCLE YOUR RESPONSE ON THE SCALE GIVEN BELOW

a. Your overall satisfaction with the course
Very Low

Heutral
2

1

b. Think back to the

t~e

3

4

Very High
5

6

7

before you began this course.

Keeping that as

a standard of comparison, please indicate the extent to which you
agree/disagree with the following statements.
As compared to before this course • . •

1. I can more clearly see the connections between what I have learned
in my classes and what actually happens in the field.
Strongly Disagree

Neutral

12345

Strongly Agree
6

7

2. I am more aware of the important work related issues that
practitioners in my field often face
Strongly Disagree

Neutral

12345

Strongly Agree
6

7

3. I am more aware of my main strengths that I can use to be an
effective practitioner.
Strongly Disagree

Neutral

12345

Strongly Agree
6

7

4. I am more aware of my main weaknesses that I need to address to be
an effective practitioner.
Strongly Disagree

Neutral

12345

Strongly Agree
6

7

S. I am more aware of my values, beliefs, and my assumptions about
people, and work.
Strongly Disagree
1

2

3

Strongly Agree

Neutral
4

5

6

7

6. I am more committed to applying the knowledge gained in the
classroom.
Strongly Disagree
1

2

3

Strongly Agree

Neutral
4

5

6
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7

7. I feel more than before that I have the necessary skills to be an
effective practitioner.
Strongly Disagree
~

2

3

Strongly Agree

Neutral
4

5

6

7

8. I am more committed to helping people in need.
Strongl~
~

9.

I

2

Disagree
3

Neutral
4

5

Strongl~

6

Agree

7

am more aware of the problems faced by the people in the

community.
Neutral

Strongl:t: Disagree
1

2

3

4

5

Strongl:t: Agree
6

7

10. I am more committed to volunteering for community service causes in
the immediate future.
Strongly Disagree
~

2

3

Neutral
4

5

Strongly Agree
6

7

11. I am more committed to pursuing a career in this field.
Neutral

Strongly Disagree
1

2

:}

4

5

Strongly Agree
6
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7

SLes DtSTROMENT AT TiME 1

P1ease
the

~ndicate

fo~~owinq

the extent to

wh~ch

you agree/disagree

w~th

statements.

1. I can very clearly see the connections between what I have
learned in my classes and what actually happens in the field.
Strongly Disagree
2

1
2.

I

3

4

Strongly Agree

Neutral
5

7

6

8

9

am very aware of the important work related issues that

practitioners in my field often face
Strong:ly Disagree
2

1

3. I

3

4

Neutral
5

7

6

Strongl~

8

Agree

9

am very aware of my main strengths that I

can use to be an

effective practitioner.
Strongly Disagree
1
4.

2

3

4

Strongly Agree

Neutral
5

6

7

9

8

r am very aware of my main weaknesses that

I

need to address

to be an effective practitioner.
Stroi1.CJly Disagree
1

5. I

2

3

4

Strongly Agree

Neutral
5

7

6

8

9

am very aware of my values, beliefs, and my assumptions

about people, and work.

6. I

Strongly Disagree

Neutral

1

6

2

345

7

Strongly Agree
8

9

am strongly committed to applying the knowledge gained in

the classroom.
Strongly Disagree
1

7.

r

2

3

4

strongly feel that I

Strongly Agree

Neutral
5

6

7

8

9

have the necessary skills to be an

effective practitioner.
1

8.

r

2

3

4

Strongly Agree

Neutral

Strongly Disagree
5

6

7

8

9

am strongly committed to helping people in need.
1

2

3

4

Strongly Agree

Neutral

Strongly Disagree

5

6
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7

8

9

9. I am very aware of the problems faced by the people in the
community.
Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

Strongly Agree

Neutral
5

6

7

8

9

10. I am strongly committed to volunteering for community service
causes in the immediate future.
Strongl:t Disagree
1
11.

I

2

3

4

Neutral
5

6

Stronstl:t Agree
7

8

9

am strongly committed to pursuing a career in this field.
Strongl:t Disagree
1

2

3

4

Neutral
5

6
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Stronstl:i Agree
7

8

9

SLes INSTRUMENT AT TIME 2 WITH FEEDBACK DISPOSITION
INSTRUMENT AND GOAL ORIENTATION INSTRUMENT
Please indicate the extent to which you agree/disagree with
the following statements.
1.

I can very clearly see the connections between what I have

learned in my classes and what actually happens in the field.
Strongly Disagree
1

2.

2

3

4

Neutral
567

Strongly Agree
8

9

I am very aware of the important work related issues that

practitioners in my field often face
Strongly Disagree
1

3.

2

3

4

Strongly Agree

Neutral
567

8

9

I am very aware of my main strengths that I can use to be an

effective practitioner.
Strongly Disagree
1

4.

2

Strongly Agree

Neutral

345

6

7

8

9

I am very aware of my main weaknesses that I need to address

to be an effective practitioner.
Strongly Disagree
1

5.

2

3

4

Strongly Agree

Neutral
5

6

7

8

9

I am very aware of my values, beliefs, and my assumptions

about people, and work.
Strongly Disagree
1

2

3

4

Strongly Agree

Neutral
5

6

7

8

9

6. I am strongly committed to applying the knowledge gained in
the classroom.
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Strongly Disagree
123
7.

4

Strongly Agree

Neutral

5

6

7

8

9

I strongly feel that I have the necessary skills to be an

effective practitioner.
Strongly Disagree
12345
8.

6

7

8

9

I am strongly committed to helping people in need.

Strongly Disagree
123
9.

Strongly Agree

Neutral

4

Neutral
567

Strongly Agree

8

9

I am very aware of the problems faced by the people in the

community.
Strongly Disagree
123
10.

4

Strongly Agree

Neutral
5

6

7

8

9

I am strongly committed to volunteering for community

service causes in the immediate future.
Strongly Disagree
123
11.

4

Strongly Agree

Neutral
567

8

9

I am strongly committed to pursuing a career in this field.

Strongly Disagree
123

The ter.m,

4

Neutral
567

Strongly Agree
8

9

'feedback' refers to the infor.mation provided by

your supervisor and other re1evant peop1e, regarding your
perfor.mance, i.e. what you did, how we11/not so we11 you
did, what behaviors need changing, what needs to be
repeated, etc. How do you fee1 about receiving and using
feedback?

P1ease indicate your responses on the sca1e
79

be~ow.

There are no right or wrong answers!

1. Typically, asking for feedback from one's supervisor requires
too much effort.
Strongly Disagree
1

2

Neutral
3

5

4

Strongly Agree
6

7

8

9

2 . If I ask for feedback, people tend to think of me as somebody

who is uncertain and needs help.
Neutral

Strongl;t: Disagree
1

2

3

5

4

Stronsrl:t. Agree
6

7

8

9

3. I tend to regard feedback as useful information rather than as
"bad news".
Neutral

StronglY Disagree

1
4.

2

3

4

5

Stronsrl:t. Agree
6

7

8

9

I tend to seek performance related feedback more than other

people like me.
Neutral

Strongly Disagree
1
S. Typically

,

2

3

4

Strongl:t. Agree
6

7

8

9

instead of helping me, feedback ends up

disrupting my work.
Neutral

Strongly DisaSlree
1

6.

2

3

5

4

Stronsrl:t. Agree
6

7

8

9

Most of the feedback I have received in the past has been

of help to me.
Neutral

Strongly DisaSlree
1

7.

2

3

5

4

Stronsrl:t. Agree
6

7

8

9

I wish I could receive more "objective" feedback rather than

vague statements about my performance.
Strongly Disagree
1

2

Neutral
3

4

5

Stronsrl:t. Agree
6

7

8

9

The next set of items have to do with your work reLated
preferences. Please indicate your responses on the scale

below.

~here

are no right or wrong answers!
80

1. I am willing to select a challenging work assignment that I
can learn a lot from.
Strongly Disagree
1

2.

2

Strongly Agree

Neutral
3

4

5

6

789

I would rather prove my ability on a task that I can do well

at than to try a new task.
Neutral

Strongly Disagree
1

2

3

5

4

Strongly Agree
6

7

8

9

3. I often look for opportunities to develop new skills and
knowledge.
Neutral

Strongly Disagree
1

4.

2

3

5

4

Strongly Agree
6

7

8

9

I prefer to avoid situations at work where I might perform

poorly.
Neutral

Strongly Disagree
1
5.

2

3

4

5

Strongly Agree
6

7

8

9

I try to figure out what it takes to prove my ability to

others at work.
Neutral

Strongly Disagree
1
6.

2

3

4

5

Strongly Agree
6

7

8

9

For me, development of my work ability is important enough

to take risks.
Strongly Disagree
1

7.

I

2

Neutral
3

4

Strongly Agree
5

6

7

8

9

would avoid taking on a new task if there was a chance

that I could appear rather incompetent to others.
Strongly Disagree
1

2

Neutral
3

4

81

Strongly Agree
5

6

7

8

9

AGENCY EVALUATION FORM
First of all thank you for letting our students use your site.
Working with agencies such as yours helps them learn better and
actually enhances the quality of education they receive!
Your
evaluation of their performance is therefore of great importance.
Please continue to be frank and forthright in your comments about
student performance!
- - -Jill Sutton, Instructor HEV 309.
The Student's Name:
Site:
Total Hours Completed:
Supervisor's Signature:
Student's Signature:
Please circle your responses on the scale given below.
a.

Your overall satisfaction with the student.

Extremely Low

Neutral

Extremely High
1
b.

2

3

4

5

6

This student was absent from work

7

8

9

aproximately____% of the

times.
c.

Please indicate the extent to which you agree/disagree with the

following statements:
1.

The student showed commitment to his/her work.

Strongly Disagree
1

2.

2

Strongly Agree

Neutral
3

4

5

6

7

8

9

The student displayed the ability to successfully learn from, and

correct his/her mistakes.
Strongly Disagree
1

3.

2

Strongly Agree

Neutral
3

4

5

6

7

8

9

The student was responsive to the needs and requirements of the

client population.

1

2

Strongly Agree

Neutral

Strongly Disagree
3

4

5

6

7

8

4. The student always reported to the agency on time.
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9

Strongl~

1

5.

Disagree Neutral
2

3

4

Stron5!l~

5

6

8

9

The student was responsive to the agency's needs and requirements.

Strongly Disagree Neutral
1
6.

7

Agree

2

3

4

Strongl~

5

6

7

8

Agree
9

The student displayed a high degree of empathy and understanding for

the client population.
Strongl~

1

Disagree Neutral
2

3

4

Strongly Agree
5

6

7

8

9

d. with regard to the agency's expectations from its volunteers, this
student definitely:
Did not meet
Exceeded
Expectations
Expectations
Met EXpectations
1
2
3
4
567
8
9
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AGENCY FEEDBACK FORM
Learning from community service is most effective when the student also
receives valuable feedback from his/her supervisor at the agency.
Please let the student know ~ow he/she is performing at work. This will
allow him/her to improve and become more effective. For more
information about this form, please call Mahesh Subramony at #779-9~28.
Thank yOU!
The Student's Name:

Please indicate the areas of work where the student needs improvement,
the areas where he/she meets expectations, and the area at which he/she
excels.
~.

Circle the most applicable response on the scale below:

The student's commitment to his/her work.

Needs Im12rovement Meets Expectations
~

2.

Above Average
3

2

The student's ability to successfully learn from, and correct

his/her mistakes.
Needs Im12rovement Meets Expectations
~

3.

The

3

2
student'~

Above Average

responsiveness to the needs and

require~ants

of the

client population.
Needs Improvement Meets Expectations
~

4.

3

2

The student's responsiveness to the agency's needs and requirements.

Needs Im12rovement Meets Expectations
~

s.

Above Average

Above Average
3

2

The student's empathy for the client population.

Needs Im12rovement Meets Expectations
~

3

2

The student needs to make

Above Average

~provements

in the following areas (Please be

as specific as possible, providing examples whenever you can.
sheets if needed.)

84

Add extra

GOAL SETTING SHEET
Feedback is often ineffect:i.ve wi. thout specific goals. Take a moment to
ref1ect on your supervisor's feedback, and your experiences at your
workp1ace this week. What did you 1earn from the feedback and your
experiences? NOW, in the space provided be10w:
•
Set 1 or more goals for yourself. They could be goals for the whole
semester (long term), or goals that can be achieved in a few days or
weeks (short term). These goals pertain to something(s} you want to
do or something(s) you want to learn.
•
Set as specific goals as possible (i.e. what exactly you plan to do,
and by when you plan to do it).
•
Please keep the completed form in your folder, and periodically
review your progress.
•
I hope you find this form useful. Try to be as consistent as
possible in setting and reviewing your goals. Good luck!!!
Write out one of your main goa1s here.
Tips:
Indicate what new thing you want to do, what you want to do
differently, or what you would like to continue doing, such as, " I will
try to learn more about the human services field", "I will improve...
(area of work), build...skills, etc. II

What are the things you need to do in order to accomp1ish this goa1?
Tips:
try to be as specific as possible, e.g.
I will arrive at the
work site 10 minutes early, I will read... , I will talk to... , I will think
about...

State your time 1ine. By when you p1an to accomp1ish your 90a1?
Tips:
try to have a manageable timeline, i.e. one that is realistic.

Similarly fill out separate sheets for your other goals . . .
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S"rtJDY 2: SLCS INSTRUMENT with FEEDBACK D:ISPOsrr:ION
INSTR~,

GOAL ORIENTAT:ION INSTRUMENT, and FEEDBACK

INSTRUMENT
P~ease

indicate the extent to which you agree/disagree with

the

fo11o"~nq

L

can very clearly see the connections between what I have learned in

I

statements.

my classes and what actually happens in the field.
Neutral

Strongly Disagree
1

2

3

5

4

Strongly Agree
6

7

8

9

3. I am very aware of the important work related issues that
practitioners in my field often face
Strongly Disagree
1
4.

I

Neutral
2

3

4

5

am very aware of my main strengths that I

Strongly Agree
6

7

8

9

can use to be an

effective practitioner.
Neutral

S1:rongly Disagree
2

1

5.

-...

3

4

5

Stronglz Agree
6

7

8

9

am very aware of my main weaknesses that I need t.o addre5.:> 1:0 be

an effective practitioner.
Neutral

Stronaly Disagree

1
6.

2

3

1 am very aware of my values,

4

5

Strongly ]l.gree
6

789

beliefs, and my assumptions about

people, and work.
Strongly Disagree
1

7. I am strongly

Strongl::( ]l..gree

Neutral
2

~ornmitted

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

to applying the knowledge gained in the

classroom.
Neutral

Strongly Disagree
1

2
~hat

8. I strongly feel

3

4

5

Strongly Agree
6

7

8

9

I have the necessary skills to be an effective

practitioner.
Neutral

StronglY Disagree
1

2

3

4

5

Strongl::( Agree
6

7

B

9

9. I am strongly committed to helping people in need.
Nei.ltral

Strongl::( Disagree

1

2

3

4
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5

Strongly Agree
6

7

8

9

10.

I am very aware of the problems faced by the people in the
community.
Strongly Disagree
1

11.

Strongly Agree

Neutral
2

3

4

5

6

789

I am strongly committed to volunteering for community service
causes in the immediate future.
Strongly Disagree
1

12.

Neutral
2

3

4

5

Strongly Agree
6

789

I am strongly committed to pursuing a career in this field.
Strongly Disagree
1

The ter.m,

Neutral
2

3

4

Strongly Agree

567

8

9

'feedback' refers to the infor.mation provided by

your supervisor and other relevant people, regarding your
perfor.mance, i.e. what you did, how well/not so we11 you
did, what behaviors need changing, what needs to be
repeated, etc. Bow do you feel about receiving and using
feedback?
below.
1.

Please indicate your responses on the scale

There are no right or wrong answers!

Typically, asking for feedback from one's supervisor requires too

much effort.
Strongly Disagree
1
2.

Neutral
2

3

4

5

Strongly Agree
6

7

8

9

If I ask for feedback, people tend to think of me as somebody who is
uncertain and needs help.
Neutral

Strongly Disagree

1
3.

2

3

4

6

789

I tend to regard feedback as useful information rather than as "bad
news".
Strongly Disagree
1

4.

5

Strongly ll.gree

Neutral
2

3

4

5

S~rongly

6

7

8

Agree
9

I tend to seek performance related feedback more than other people

like me.
Strongly Disagree
1

Neutral
2

3

4
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5

Strongly Agree
6

7

8

9

5.

Typically,

instead of helping me, feedback ends up disrupting my

work.
Strongly Disagree

Neutral

Strongly Agree

1
2
3
456
789
Most of the feedback I have received in the past has been of help

6.
to me.

Strongly Disagree

Neutral

Strongly Agree

2
3
4
5
6
789
7.
I wish I could receive more "objective" feedback rather than vague
statements about my performance.
Strongly Disagree
Neutral
Strongly AgreE:
1

1

2

3

4

5

789

6

The next set of items have to do with your work related
preferences. Please indicate your responses on the scale
below.
1.

There are no right or wrong answers!

I am willing to select a challenging work assignment that I can

learn a lot from.
Strongly Disagree
1

2.

Neutral
2

3

4

5

I wou:d rather prove my ability on a task

Strongly Agree
6
th~t

-,
I can do well at

than to try a new task.
Strongly Disagree
1

3.

Neutral
2

3

4

5

Strongly Agree
6

7

8

9

I often look for opportunities to develop new skills and knowledge.
Neutral

Strongly Disagree
1
4.

I

2

3

5

6

789

prefer to avoid situations at work where I might perform poorly.
Neutral

Strongly Disagree
1

5.

4

Strongly Agree

2

3

4

5

6

§trongly Agree
789

I try to figure out what it takes to prove my ability to others at

work.
Neutral

Strongly Disagree
1

6.

2

3

4

5

Strongly Agree
6

7

8

9

For me, development of my work ability is important enough to take

risks.
Neutral

Strongly Disagree
1

2

3

4
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5

Strongly Agree
6

7

8

9

7.

I would avoid taking on a new task if there was a chance that I

could appear rather incompetent to others.
Strongly Disagree
1

Strongly Aqree

Neutral
3

2

4

5

6

9

8

7

The 1ast section dea1s with your experiences at your workRemember feedback is information about how you

site.

performed..

Peop1e te11ing you how you did in words,

gestures, through suggestions for improvement, correcting
mistakes, praise - a11 this constitutes feedback.
l.

Without your asking for it, how much feedback was available_from:

A.

The people supervising your work at your work-site/agency.
None

Very Little

1

B.

Little

2

3

Very Little
1

C.

2

Very Little

1

Little

More than a Little

3

Little

A Lot

5

4

from:

The people supervising your work at your work-site/agency.
Very Little

1

2

Little

More than a Little A Lot

3

5

4

Your co-workers at your work-site/agency.
None

Very Little
2

1

C.

5

More than a Little

3

2

None

B.

A Lot

4

How much feedback did you explicitly ask for,

A.

5

The people you served (your clients).
None

Little

More than a Little A Lot

3

5

4

The people you served (your clients}.
None
1

3.

4

Your co-workers at your work-site/agency.
None

2.

A Lot

More than a Little

Very" Little
2

Little

More than a Little A Lot

3

5

4

How much did you use the feedback you received from:

A. The people supervising your work at your work-site/agency.
None Very" Little
1

2

Little

More than a Little

3

4

A Lot
5

B. Your co-workers at your work-site/agency_
None Very" Little
1

2

Little
3
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A Lot

More than a Little
4

5

4
C. The people you served (your clients).

None Very Little
Little
1 2 3

More than a Little A Lot
4

5

4

4
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APPENDIX B

TABLES OF RESULTS
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Table BJ.

Descriptive Statistics and Comparison of the Entire Group at
Before and After Treatment on all Stlldent learning from
community service Items.
After

Before
Variable

Item

M

SD

n

M

So

n

t

Clearly see cODr4ections
between learning in class
and field experiences
Awareness of important
work-related problems
practitioners face
Awareness of problems
faced by people in the
communit:.y
Self-awareness of main
strengths to be effective
practitioner
Self-awareness of main
weak~esses to address to
be effective practitioner
Self-awareness of values,
beliefs & assumptions
about people and work
Feeling of having
necessary skills to be
effective pract:.itioner
Strong commit:.ment to
applying knowledge gained
in classroom
Strong commitment to
helping people in need
Strong commitment to
volunteering for
community-service causes
in immediate future
Strong commitment to
pursuing career in the
{particular} field
MEAN OF ALL ITEMS

1

5.41

1.35

34

7.32

1. 64

34

-6.32**

2

5.97

1. 70

38

7.68

1.23

38

-5.24**

3

6.42

1.44

38

7.58

.97

38

-4.20**

4

6.29

1.84

37

7.43

1.14

37

-3.65**

5

5.92

1. 73

38

7.15

1. 34

38

-4.22**

6

7.31

1.54

38

7.76

1. 1.0

313

-1.. 73

7

6.42

1.91

38

7.68

1.29

38

-4.45**

8

7.10

1.52

38

8.05

1. 03

38

-3.92**

9

7.94

1.18

38

8.23

LOS

38

-1.31

10

7.18

1.46

38

7.71

1.23

38

-1. 76

11

6.79

1.58

38

7.36

1. 95

38

-1.80

INDEX

6.62

.93

38

7.63

.73

38

-6.92**

*p < .OS. **p<.OJ.
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Table B2
Comparison of Experimental and Contra] Groups-.Before and

StudenL ] earning: fI:cm

CQmmllDit~

A.Eter~atment

seI:yice Items.

BEFORE
Experimental

'"w

on all

AFTER
Experimental

Control

Control

Var.

M

SO

n

M

SO

n

t

M

SO

n

M

SO

n

t

Item 1

5.68

1.29

19

5.23

1. 39

17

1. 00

7.15

1.34

19

7.36

1. 89

19

-.39

Item 2

5.81

1.54

21

6.16

1. 80

19

-.66

7.42

1.46

19

7.94

.91

19

-1. 33

Item 3

6.24

1.64

21

6.58

1.17

19

- . '/5

7.73

1.19

19

7.42

.69

19

.99

Item 4

5.80

1.93

20

6.63

1. 86

19

-1. 37

7.05

1.07

19

7.84

1. 06

19

-2.26*

Item 5

5.28

1.82

21

6.47

1.61

19

-2.17*

6.63

1.25

19

7.68

1.24

19

-2.59*

Item 6

6.81

1. 69

21

7.79

1. 23

19

-2.07*

7.58

1.12

19

7.95

1.08

19

-1. 03

Item 7

6.28

1.58

21

6.47

2.19

19

-.31

7.47

1.43

19

7.89

1.15

19

-1.00

Item 8

6.85

1. 59

21

7.42

1.43

19

-1.18

8.05

1.29

19

8.05

.97

19

0

Item 9

7.67

1.46

21

8.21

.79

19

-1. 44

8.21

.85

19

8.26

1. 24

19

-.15

Item 10

6.95

1.65

21

7.47

1.12

19

-1.15

7.63

1. 38

19

7.79

1. 08

19

-.39

Item 11

6.85

1.35

21

6.68

1. 76

19

.35

7.21

2.25

19

7.52

1.64

19

-.49

INDEX

6.38

.92

21

6.84

.88

19

-1. 61

7.46

.83

19

7.79

.59

19

-1.39

*p < .05. **p.<.Ol.

Table B3
Results of Treatment

(Experimental and Contro] Groups)

*

Tjrne (SI.CS Index Before and After Treatment)
Between-Wjthjn Analysjs of Variance.
Source

SS

df

MS

F

Treatment

2.82

1

2.82

2.95

Time

19.36

1

19.36

46.87**

Treatment*Time

.68

1

.68

.17

Error

14.86

36

.41

*p. < .05. **p.<.01.
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Table B4.1
Intercorrelations (Pearson's R) between
Treatment, Feedback disposition, and Key Dependent Variables.
variable

M

SD

1. Treatment

~

n

40

2. Feedback Disposition

6.81

1.03

38

3. SLeS Index After
Treatment
4. Quality of Service
Learning Journal

7.63

.73

38

5. Academic Pel.:'IOrmance
*p < .05. **p < .01.

38
38

1

2

4

5

6

.14

.23

-.31

-.09

.63**

-.25

-.25

-.26

-.44**
.31

Table B4.2
Intercorrelatjons (Spearman's RHO) between
Treatment, Individual-Differences Variables and Key Dependent Varjables.

Variable

M

SD

1. Treatment

~

n
40

2. Feedback Disposition

6.81

1.03

38

3. SLeS Index After
Treatment
4. Quality of Service
Learning Journal

7.63

.73

38

5. Academic Performance
*p < .05. **p < .01.

38
38

1

2

4

5

6

.10

.17

-.31

-.09

.63**

-.25

-.25

-.24

-.47**
.30

Table B5
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysjs to Test for
Independent vs. Moderating Effect of
Feedback Disposjtjon on the Relationshjp Between
Treatment and SLes Index After Treatment CN-38}.
Variable

E.

SEE.

Step 1
Treatment

.20

.19

.14

.44

.09

.62**

Treatment

-.90

1.45

-.62

Feedback Disposition

.23

.28

.33

Treatment*Feedback
Disposition
Note R2 = .42 for Step 1;

.16

.21

.85

Feedback Disposition
Step .2

*p <

~

.05. **p < .01.
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=

.01 for Step .2 (ps>.05).

Table B6
Comparison of Experimental and Control Group on
Instructor Rankjngs of Student Service-Learning
Journal Quali ty and Academic Performance (N=38).
Experimental
Variable

\C)

00

Mean
Rank

22.8
ServiceLearning
Journal
Quality
20.45
Academic
Performance

Control

Sum of
Ranks

n

Mean
Rank

Sum of n
Ranks

U

Sig.
Level

433

19

16.21

308

19

118

.07

388.50

19

18.55

352.50

19

162.5

.60

Table

B7.~

Comparison of Experimenta] Group Subjects
Receiving and Not-Receiving Feedback on Feedback
Disposition

and

Key Dependent Variables
Feedback

variable

M

so

(&-13).

No Feedback
n

M

SD

n

t

Effect
Size
(~P

Feedback DispOSition

7.12

1.19

8

6.10

1. 08

5

-1.55

-.93

SLCS Index After
Treatment
*p < .05. **p <

7.63

.84

8

7.52

1. 01

5

- .21

- .12

.O~.
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Table B7.2
Comparison of Experimental Group Subjects
Recejvjng and Not-Receiving Feedback on Servjce-Learnjng
JournaJ Qllality and Academjc Performance (N=13) .

Eeedhac:k

No Eeedbac:k

Variable

Mean
Rank

Sum of
Ranks

n

Mean
Rank

Sum of n
Ranks

U

Sig.
Level

Service
Learning
Journal
Quality
Academic
Performance

7.19

57

8

6.70

33.50

5

18.5

.83

6.06

48.50

8

8.50

42.50

5

12.5

.28
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Table B8
One-Factor Solution of Student learning from community
service Scale Items Using
Principal Components Analysis With Varimax Rotation.
Item
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

I can very clearly see connections
between what I have learned in my classes
and what actually happens in the field.
I am very aware of important work related
issues practitioners in my field face.
I am very aware of my main strengths
that I can use to be an effective
practitioner.
I am very aware of my main weaknesses
that I need to address to be an effective
practitioner.
I am very aware of my values, beliefs,
and my assumptions about people and work.
I am strongly committed to applying the
knowledge gained in the classroom.
I strongly feel that I have the necessary
skills to be an effective practitioner.
I am strongly committed to helping people
in need.
I am very aware of the problems faced by
people in the community.
I am strongly committed to volunteering
for community service causes in the
immediate future.
I am strongly committed to pursuing a
career in this field. (Excluded Item)
Eigen Value
Cumulative Percentage of
Explained
Coefficient Alpha
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Variance

Factor
Loadings
.68
.76
.76
.72
.79
.79
.74
.79
.75

.71

5.64
56.40

.91

Table B9
Two-Factor Solution of Feedback Disposition Scale Items
Using Principal Components Analysis With Varimax Rotation.

1.

2.
3.
4.

5.

6.
7.

Item
Typically, asking for feedback from
one's supervisor requires too much
effort.
If I ask for feedback, people tend to
think of me as somebody who is
uncertain and needs help.
I tend to regard feedback as useful
information rather than as "bad
news".
r tend to seek performance related
feedback more than other people like
me.
Typically, instead of helping me,
feedback ends up disrupting my work.
Most of the feedback I have received
in the past has been of help to me.
r wish r ~ould receive ~ore
"objective" feedback rather than
vague statements about my
performance.

Avoid
.80

Approach
-.05

.79

-.02

-.46

.58

-.01

.66

.67

-.21

-.41

.71

.06

.81

Eigen Value
2.72
1.35
Cumulative Percentage of Variance
38.95
58.27
Explained
.68
.68
Coefficient Alpha
Note.
The strongest loading for each item is in bold.
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Table BID
Two-Factor Solution of Goal Orientation Items Using
Principal Components Analysis With Varimax Rotation.
Learning Performance
Item
I am willing to select a
-.19
.81
challenging work assignment that
I can learn a lot from.
I would rather prove my ability
-.08
2.
.66
on a task that I can do well at
than try a new task.
I often look for opportunities
3.
-.21
.82
to develop new skills and
knowledge.
I prefer to avoid situations at
-.03
4.
.79
work where I might perform
poorly.
For me, development of my work
-.13
5.
.83
ability is important enough to
take risks.
I would avoid taking on a new
-.10
6.
.72
task if there was a chance that
I could appear rat~er
incompetent to others.
I try to figure out what it
.32
.66
7.
takes to prove my ability to
others at work. (Excluded Item)
Eigen Value
1.63
2.62
Cumulative Percentage of
37.88
61.27
Variance Explained
Coefficient Alpha
.83
.60
Note.
The strongest loading for each item is in bold.
1.
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Table Bll
Three-Factor Solution of Feedback Source Scale Items
Using Principal Components Analysis With Varimax Rotation.
Item

Feedback
Seeking

Org. FQ

Client
FQ

Without your asking for it,
how much feedback was
available from:
1.
The people supervising your
-.04
.08
.83
work at your work
site/agency.
2.
Your coworkers at your
.09
.12
.70
work-site/agency
3.
The people you served (your
.26
-.12
.85
clients) .
II
How much feedback did you
explicitly ask for, from:
.26
1.
The people supervising your
-.16
.82
work at your work
site/agency.
Your coworkers at your
.13
2.
.02
.89
work-site/agency
.49
3.
The people you served (your
-.02
.73
clients) .
III How much did you use the
feedback you received from:
1.
The people supervising your
.31
.13
.73
work at your work
site/agency.
2.
Your coworkers at your
.42
.26
.58
work-site/agency
The people you served (your
.17
.12
3.
.89
clients).
1.66
1.32
Eigen Value
3.50
38.77
57.21
71.94
Cumulative Percentage of
Variance Explained
Coefficient Alpha
.81
Note.
The strongest loading for each item is in bold.
I
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Table 812
DescriEtive Statistics, Correlations, and ,Coefficient AlEhas for Key Variables
(N=177) .

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

....0

6.

Ul

7.
8.
9.

10.

Variable

M

SO

1

Coworker Feedback
Quality
Supervisor Feedback
Quality
Client Feedback
Quality
Organizational
Feedback Qualityl
Feedback
Seeking
Feedback
DispositionApproach
Feedback
Disposition-Avoid
Learning Goal
Orientation
Performance Goal
Orientation
INDEX (Mean of SLCS
Items)

11.72

6.71

12.89

7.09

.55

12.69

8.11

.33

.29

12.30

6.07

.87

.88

.36

2.78

1.12

.37

.26

6.69

1. 21

.12

3.03

1. 51

5.86

2

4

5

.19

.35

.81

.10

.04

.13

.06

.68

-.06

-.22

-.25

-.16

-.10

-.30

.68

.99

.03

.05

.05

.04

-.07

.54

.10

.83

4.77

1. 48

.07

-.01

-.03

.03

.09

.03

.22

.00

.60

7.06

1. 32

.15

.18

.33

.19

.09

.42

-.34

.27

-.09

3

6

7

8

9

Note. Chronbach's alpha values are reported in bold on the diagonal. Correlations
1.221 are significant at p<.Ol, correlations ~ 1.151 are significant at p<.OS.

10

.91
~

Table B13
Standardized Path Coefficients for Variables
Predicting SLCS (N=177).
Variables

Path Coefficient

Organizational Feedback Quality

.03

Client Feedback Quality

.26**

Feedback Seeking

.01

Feedback Disposition - Approach

.29**

Feedback Disposition - Avoid

-.20*

Learning Goal Orientation

.13

Performance Goal Orientation
Note. &2

= .31**.

-.05

*p < .05. **p < .01.
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(13)

Table B1.4
Standardized Path Coefficients

(~)

for

Individual-Differences Variables and Feedback Seeking.

1.
2.
3.
4.

*p

Predictor

Feedback

Feedback

Feedback

Variables

Disposition

Disposi tion-

Seeking

-Approach

Avoidance

Learning Goal
.56**
Orientation
Performance
Goal
Orientation
Feedback
Disposition
Approach
Feedback
Disposition
Avoidance
< .05. **p < .u1..

.24**
.03
-.09
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APPENDIX C

FIGURES
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Figure Cl
conceptual Model of the Relationship
between Performance Feedback and Service Learning.
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Figure C3

Standardized Parameter Estimates for
Performance Feedback - Service Learning Modell.

Organizational
Feedback Quality

Student Learning
from Community
Service

.03

.,20/

Client
Feedback Quality
.13

Learning Goal
Orientation

-----11-

Performance
.24
Goal
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Orientation

Feedback
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-.09/
Feedback
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~.
~

;I

Correlations and error terms have not been shown for simplicity of presentation.
Path coefficients ~1.201 are statistically significant at E ~ .01.
All other path
coefficients are not significant, i.e., E ~ .05.
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Figure C4
Modified Performance Feedback - Service Learning Model
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Figure C5
Standardized Parameter Estimates for the Modified
Performance Feedback - Service Learning Modell,

Organizational
Feedback Quality
Client
Feedback Quality

t .J

Learning Goal
Orientation

Perfonnance
Goal
Orientation

Student Learning
from Community
Service

.03

,26

Feedback
• Approach

,20/
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• AVOI'd ance

Correlations and error terms have not been shown for simplicity of
presentation, Path coefficients ~I .201 are statistically significant
at E ~ .01.
All other path coefficients are not significant, i.e., E
1

~

.05.
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